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1 "That Fu Mr Clageett, and others att. | | 

N 1s. fo far from being the Real and Very; 4 4 

{SON} of GOD, that on the contrary it is Ine 4 

Reality the Very | F AT HER] of GOD's SON. |] Þ 4 

Wherein likewiſe the Perſonal Union of the SUPREME I 

| 60 to the Man Chriſt Jeſus; the Qu ieſcencef * 
4 ef the Word; the Standard of the Species of Hank 1d ;\ 4. 

5 2 - and other Points of. Importance, rei tg t us + 4 

Controverſy, are briefly conſider N „ "i 

6 BYPHO MAS CHU BE, Authoraf:Tbe Supremacy} 4 

{ RE Raw 9 A e Fath er aſſerted... e 

1 — ne B 

Matt. vii. 21, Vote every one that ſaith unto me, Lord, , Hall 4-4 

enter into tbe Kingdom of Heaven ; but he that doth the 1 il f 2 2 . 


Fat hen hie in Heaven, 

Þ- 4 per. ih, 8, nal, be all of 5 bavire Compaſſh an bye of SE 
* We Lebe Brethren ; Be pieffut; te courteous : not fend ing 16 
1 Eu; for Evil, or Railinę fo Railing * but contrarymiſs »Bleſſing | | 
| droving that Je are Farrexnrs, Lally, t hat Je i ſhould inher it O Bleſſing 1 


Lenden, Prinied for 7. Roberts, near Warwigk-lene. 1 218. 
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Mr. Clagg gett's 1 70 The 
Supremacy of the Father aſſer⸗ 


ted, by May UA Reply fo Was 


An Wer. 


IR ST. 1 1 as 1 have afſerted, 210 
undertaken to prove, by Eight Scripture Ar- 
guments; hat the Son of God, our Lord 
1 Chrif „is a Being inferior and ſubor- 
Ns to his God and Father : and that the God and 
Father of onr Lord Jeſus Chr it, is only and alone the 
Supreme God : So by the Term Son, in this Aſſerti- 
on, I meant only that Being which the Scriptures 
call, the Sou, and the only- 15 otten Son of Cod, . 
and which Being himſelf "Is God bis Father : . 
ſay, I meant this Perſon or Being, and him only, 
and not any Thing elſe that Men may be plea ed | 
to call, The Son, which in Reality, and in Fact, Is 
not ſo. 
I farther obſerve, that as Mr. Clagrtt has underta- | 
ken to confute my Arguments; ſo he hath proſecy- 
ted this Hh gn in a very unbecoming and GB " 
Manner, by he a e me as the vileſt of Cres 


tures, and by laying a heavy Charge upon me, 
which he can by no Mes 


eans 1 Wiz) he HW. — 


_— — — — — — os” A oo * 5 


= 2 4 


me as one whO by boly and pious Pretences would not 


only introduce real Popery, but would make us (by 


which I ſuppoſe he means Proteſtants,) ten times more 


Antichriſtian than the worſt of Papiſts themſelves : 


One, who by hypocritical Flatteries endeavours to 
beguile unwary Readers into a good Opinion of 
(what he is pleaſed to call) Hereſy. Theſe with ma- 


ny other black and heinous Crimes, he is plea ſed to 
lay to my Charge. But, as he is wholly unable to 
prove what he ſo freely accuſes me of, and therefore 
muſt be guilty of Slander and falſe Accuſation, whe- 
ther I am guilty or not: So that God, who knows all 
Things, knows that I am innocent in this Matter. 
Moreover he is not contented to lay this Burden of 


 Reproach upon me alone, but he brings in ſome Bo- 


dy elſe, no Body knows who, One behind the Cur- 
tain, to feel the Weight of his heavy Hand : But I 
aſſure him, there is no Bodybehind the Curtain ; and 
therefore if my Book is fo bad as he repreſents it to 


be, I think I ought in Juſtice to let the Shame reſt on- 
1y where it is due. He inſinuates of me, as in his Title 


Page, that I take a Liberty to ſpeak wickedly for 


God. Whether Jam guilty, I will leave tobe deter- 
mined by the righteous Judge of all the Earth. And 


as I know it is a Thing impoſſible for him to prove; 
ſo it may be proper for him to conſider, whether, in 


this Particular, he is not guilty himſelf in many 


Inftances. Thus for Example, in Pag. 14. he repre- 
ſents me as affirming Chriſt's Divine Nature to be. 


a created Nature; which is a direct Falſhood ; be- 
cauſe I never made ſuch an Affirmation: And I ap- 
peeal to my Book in the Caſe: And I challenge Mr. 

Claggett to ſhew any ſuch Affirmation in it. If it ſhould . 


be replied in his Behalf, that it may be infer d from 


what I have ſaid. I anſwer, I have declared, that 


Jeſus Chrift is the only-begotten Son of God; and 


therefore ſuch Inference cannot be juſt, except Beget- 
ting and Creating are one and the ſame Thing; _ | 
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if they are, then this Charge will fall equally as 
heavy upon the Scriptures as upon me; becaule he 
is there declared to be the only-begotten Son of God ; 
I anſwer, farther, ſuppoſing ſuch an Inference to be 
juſt; yet that makes no Alteration in the Caſe ; be- 
cauſe as Affirmations and Inferences are two Things; 


ſo I cannot, with any Colour of Truth, be faid to 
&# affirm that which in Fact is no more than the Infe- 


affirm, that /God hath fore-ordain'd every Thing 
which cometh to paſs ; and if I ſhould infer from 
hence, that God is or was the Author of Sin; upon this 
Principle; and tho' my Inference would be juſt; 
yet I could not with any Colour of Juſtice or Honeſ- 
ty in this Caſe, ſay, that Mr. Claggett afftirm'd 
God is or was the Author of Sin; becauſe he made 
no ſuch Affirmation. And tho? by baſe Inſinuations, 
Falſhood, and Slander, he hath given Occaſion for 


rence of jar Go Man. Suppoſe Mr. Claggett ſhonld 


* TP e114 Sh 
i b f 1 f . LIFTS I? LM fe, 0 + * © uk 5 8 { 7 
7 . » TY A + on ö * 4 n Wiz BST Wi © LIE *, 
: * 1. * joy 
* % / a 
1 / * y 
"4 . 2 1 
* % 4 
5 


the raifing of Men's Anger againſt me; yet I hal! 


purſue him with no other Revenge, than barely to 
remind him of his Faults; and deſire God to give 
him Repentance, and a better Mind. Whether be 
will reflect upon, and repent of all that ground leſs 
Cenſure and Uncharitableneſs, which he hath ſhew- 
ed himſelf to be guilty of, I know not; but this I 
know, that it is a Matter of the greateſt Concern 
to him. And if he ſhould be under a ſtrong Per- 
ſwaſion, that he is of the Number of God's Elect, 
and that God ſees not Sin in his People, and To ſhould 
think himſelf ſecure from Danger, -how contrary 
| foever he acts to the Goſpel Rule; yet I fear ſuch: a 
| DPerfivaſion will be but a weak Security at the Day of 
Judgment. L ee e een ent 


Again I obſerve, that as Mr. Claggett undertook 
to confute my Arguments; ſo he hath been pleaſed 
to ſubſtitute an imaginary Son in the Room and 
& Place of that true and rea! Son of God which. my 

e | 4 bs Arguments | 


TOO 
Arguments relate to. I call tHat Son of God, with 
which he oppoſeth me, an imaginary Son, becauſe 
in Fact it is no other. Bed $6 4-4 


Now that I may truly ſtate the Caſe, I obſerve, p 


Mr. Claggett diſtinguiſhes the Son of God into two 
Natures, (viz.) his Human, and his Divine Nature; 


2 and I ſuppoſe that under theſe two Terms he compre- 
kends all that he calls the Son of God. By the human 


Natnre, I apprehend, he means that Man of whom 
St. P:ter ſpeaks, Ad. 2. 22. Je Men of Iſrael, 
Hear theſe Words, Jeſus of Nazareth, a Man approved 
of God among you, by Miracles, Wonders, and Signs, 
which God did by him in the midſt of you, as you your 
' ſelves alſo know. And of whom St. Paul ſaith, in 
Ad. 17. 31. He (viz. God) bath appointed a Day, 


in which be will judge the World in Righteouſneſs, by | 


that Man whom be bath ordained. Now, that this hu- 


man Nature, this Man, is the Only-begotten Son of 


God, I verily believe; and fo in this Point, I ſup- 
poſe, Mr. Claggett and I are agreed. And if I can 
prove, that what he calls the Divine Nature, is fo 
far from being, in Fact, the Son of God, that on 
the contrary it is the Father of God's Son, then it will 


follow, by an unavoidable Conſequence, that the 
Son of God, which he pleads for, is but an imagina- 


ry Son; and that what he calls, The human Na- 
ture, is the true, and whole, and all that is the Son 
of God. 1 1 Wi 

I ſhall not take Notice of all the Definitions which 
he hath given of this Son, but only of that which is 
moſt plain and eaſy to be underſtood. He ſaith, That 


the Son is the ſubſtantial Wiſdom of the Father; and 
that Chriſt is the Power of God, and the Wiſdom © 


of God effentially, by the Father's communicating 


bis Eflence to the Son; and that God hath not Qua- 


lities; every Thing in God is his Eſſence, &c. Hag. 
14. Here I obſerve, Power and Wiſdom, as they 


are Attributes, (or Properties, or Pertections, or 


whatever 
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7 whatever: Names they are called by,) which take 
place in God without Meaſure ; ſo they may be con- 
ſider d in three Reſpects; Firſt, with Reſpect tothem- 
T {clves, as they are eſſential Properties in him; Se- 
© condly, with Reſpect to their Uſe and Exerciſe; and 
I hirdiy, with Reſpect to the Effects and Produce of 
them. And 3 on 


Firſt, with reſpect to Power and Wiſdom, as they 


are eſſential Properties in God. Now as Power and 


Wiſdom always ſuppoſes a Subject which they take 
place in; ſo if we conſider them ſeparate from that 
Subject, they are not; becauſe there 1s no ſuch thing 
in nature, as Power and Wiſdom, conſider d ſeparate 


from any Subject : and conſequently the Power and 


Wiſdom of God, conſidered ſeparate from the Sub- 
ject which they take place in, cannot conſtitute a 
Son; becauſe in reality they are not, when conſider d 
ſeparate as aforeſaid. And if we conſider Wiſdom 


and Power as eſſential Properties in God, and conſi- 


der them as they are in him; then they are in no 
Reſpect the Son of God: Nay, they are ſo far from 


it, that on the contrary, they are the Father of God's 


Son. Whatever is eſſential to, and conſtitutes 
that Being which we call the Father, that properly 
ſpeaking is the Father; for though the Term Father 
18-4 relative Term, which in it s moſt proper Senſe 
is expreſſive, not of the Nature, but the Relation of 
Him to whom we apply that Term; and though 
the Act, by which a Child or Son is begotten or 
produced is eſſential to, and is that which conſtitutes 


the Fatherhood in this Caſe: Yet that Act is not the 
Father, but only the Act of the Father, or rather the 


Act of that Being who becomes or is conſtituted a 
Father by that Aet, and whoſe Fatherhood or Fa- 
therly Relation is founded in it, and flows from it: 
And therefore whatever is eſſential to, and conſtitutes 


that Being which we call the Father, that, proper- 
ly ſpeaking, is the Father. And foraſmuch as the 
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dily grant; and that he is ſo in the Senſe of which 


© Ts 
ſubſtantial Power and Wiſdom of God, or the Fa- 
ther, are eſſential to, and in part conſtitute that Be- 


ing which we call God, or the Father; therefore = 
that ſubſtantial Power and Wiſdom are the very Fa- 


ther, though they are not the whole or all that 
is the Father, And with Reſpect to' theſe, there 


begotten by a Neceſſity of Nature, or by a Free- 
dom of Will ; becauſe they are not begotten at 
all. God is neceſſarily a wiſe and powerful Be- 
ing; and his Wiſdom and Power take Place in him 
antecedent to all Cauſes ; and conſequently are ne- 
ver begotten : And therefore to ſay, that God or the 
Father begets this Son (viz. his eſſential Power and 
Wiſdom, which in Fact are himſelf,) by a Neceſ: 
ſity of Nature; and to ſay, that He begets theſe 
by a permanent Act, is a Contradiction : Becauſe, as 


there is no Act exerciſed in this Caſe; ſo it is the 
Tame as to fay, that God, or the Father, begat or 
gave Being to . himſelf. Beſides the Relation of Fa- 


ther and Son neceſſarily ſuppoſes two diſtinct indivi- 


dual Beings, the one begetting or producing the 
other. Take away this, and the Relation is not, it 
being impoſſible in Nature that the ſame individu- 


al Being ſhould be both Father and Son to him- 
ſelf; that He ſhould beget himſelf, and be begot- 
ten of himſelf; that he ſhould be the Cauſe and 
the Effect to himſelf: And therefore, to make the 
ſame individual Beings, to be both Father and Son to 
himſelf, is to introduce the utmoſt Confuſion, by 
ſuppoſing the Relations of Father and Son to take 
place, where in Reality, and in Fact they do'nbt. 


And . conſequently the eſſential Power and Wiſdom 
of God, conſider'd as they are in Him, cannot he the 


Son of God, upon any Account, or in any Senſe 
whatever. That St. Paul affirms Chriſt to be the 
Power and Wiſdom of God, as in 1 Cor. 1. 24. Irea- 


St. 


5 
85 


8 
St, Paul affirms it of Him, I verily believe, (viz.) 
the Wiſdom and Power of God was abundantly ma- 
nifeſted in and by Him, in the Work of Man's Sal- 


vation; and in this Senſe Jeſus Chriſt may well be 


ſaid, to be the Power of God, and the Viſdom of 
God + But that the anointed Saviour, or Son of God, 
is the very and ſubſtantial Power and Wiſdom of God, 
as they are eſſential Properties in him, This I deny, 


upon the grounds before mention d. 


Secondly, The Power and Wiſdom of God may be 


conſider d with reſpect to their Uſe and Exerciſe. 
Now tho Wiſdom and Power are neceſſarily in him; 
yet he is entirely free in the Uſe and Exerciſe of 
theſe; ſo that he exerciſes them, when, where, and 
howfſoever he pleaſes. Thus, he exerciſed his Power, 


Wiſdom, and Goodneſs in the Creation of this World. 


And as he created it when he did; ſo he might have 
done it ſooner, or not have done it to this day, if he had 

pleas d; which abundantly proves, that the Exerciſe 
of theſe depends wholly upon God's good Pleaſure. 


And if we ſhould be ſo weak, as to call the Exerciſe 


of theſe, by the Name of the Son of God; yet this 
Son would be the Product of Freedom and Choice, 
which Mr. Claggett will not allow the Son of God to 


be. And as God is pleaſed to manifeſt, or ſhew forth 
his Glory, in the exerciſe of theſe; ſo his Son Chriſt 
is ſaid to be, the Brightneſs of bis Glory; becauſe 


the Wiſdom, Goodneſs, Love, and Mercy of God, 


(his darling Attributes.) were exerciſed in the Work 


of Man's Salvation in and thro' him, in a more 


plentiful and full manner than had ever been exer- 


ciſed towards the Sons of Men; and fo he might 
well be ſaid, to be the Brightneſs of bis Fathers 
Glory. 1 5 


, 


© Thirdy, The Power and Wiſdom of God may be 


conſider d with reſpe& to the Effects and Produce of 
them. Now as the. Exerciſe of God's Power and 
Wiſdom is from Freedom and Choice, and depends 


B wholly 


BY. © 
wholly upon his good Pleaſure; ſo it will follow; 
that whatever is produced by them muſt be ſo : And 


eonſequently, if God hath, or ſhall beget, create, 


make, or any other way produce, 'a Son, or Sons, in 


the Uſe and Exexciſe of his eſſential Power and Wiſ⸗ 


dom, ſuch a Son, or Sons, would be begotten, cre- 


ated, made, (or whatever way they are produced) 


not from a Neceſſity of Nature, but wholly and 
ſolely from the Freedom of his Will; and ſo ſuch 
a Son of God, would not be the Son of God which 


Mr. Claggett hath been pleading for. And if we 


ſhould make all the Effects and Produce of God's 
eſſential Power and Wiſdom to be the Son of God, 


then it will follow; that as this is a contingent Son; 
ſo he is conſtituted or compounded of this Ball of 


Earth on which we tread, with all its Inhabitants, 
and all the reſt of God's Works: But this is ſo mon- 
ſtrous as no Man in his Senſes will be ſuppoſed to 
own. I oe a. ual 

Thus J have confider'd the ſubſtantial Power and 
Wiſdom of God, both with reſpe& to themſelves, 


as they are eſſential Properties in him; and with 


reſpect to the Uſe and Exerciſe of theſe; and alſo 


with reſpect to the Effects and Produce of them: 


and have ſhewed, that they neither do, nor can af- 


ford any ſuch Son of God as Mr. Claggett contends 
for: And conſequently ſuch a Son is but an ima- 


ginary Son, and not the true and real Son of God 
which the Scriptures give us an Account of. It 1s 
fuch a Son as hath no foundation in the Nature of 
things, nor in the Chriſtian Revelation. 

I have no need to take notice of the Parallel he 


draws betwixt the San, with its Light; and the Fa- 


ther, with this imaginary Son : Which upon exami- 


nation I find to be as little to his Purpoſe as the reſt. 


! bay, there is no need for me to take Notice of 
theſe, ſeeing he hath plainly ſhewn, that the Son 
which he 1s arguing for 1s the Subſtantial Power and 

Vee Wiſdom 
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Wiſdom of the Father; and conſequently is not a 
Son in reality, or in fact, but only in imagination. 
Nay, that he is ſo far from being the real and very 
Son of the Father, that on the contrary he is the Fa- 
ther of God's Son. And as he hath ſubſtituted an 
imaginary Son; ſo he hath excluded the real and 
true Son of God out of the Queſtion; whereas my 
Arguments relate wholly to the real Son of God, and 
not to that imaginary Son which he hath ſubſtituted 
in his ſtead. By the real Son I mean, that Divine 
Perfon, (that Man, conſiſting of Soul and Body, 
which Mr.Claggett calls the Human Nature,) which 
was propheſied of, and promiſed to the Fews as their 
Meſſiah; which was born of the Virgin, and was 
baptized of John in Jordan; and upon whom the 
Holy Ghoſt deſcended in a bodily Shape, and reſted 
vpon him, and fo he was anointed to his Office with 
the Holy Ghoſt and with Power; and to whom God 
bare witneſs by an audible Voice from Heaven, ſay- 
ing, This is my beloved Son, in whom I am well pleaſed , 
that Man which preached the Goſpel of Peace, which 
ſuffered Neath upon the Croſs, which was raiſed 
from the Dead, and afcended into Heaven, and is 
exalted at the Right-hand of God, whom the Hea- 
vens muſt retain till the Reſtitution of all Things; 
that Man whom God hath made both Lord and 
Chriſt, as in Ad. 2. 36. I ſay, This Heavenly Per- 
fon, this Man, is the true and Only-begòtten Son of 
God, and him alone. And I challenge Mr. Clagge 
to prove, from Scripture, any other Only-begotten 
Son of God, but He. This is the Son of God which 
my Arguments relate to. Now if he hath proved 
this Son to be equal to the Father, and to be the 
Supreme God, then I acknowledge my Arguments 
confuted. But, alaſs, he is fo far from doing this, 
that on the contrary he owns this real Son to be in- 
ferior and ſubordinate to the Father; and ſo allows 
all that I have aſſerted, It is this real Son of God 
e a, B 2 which 


every Kindred, and Tongue, and People, and Na- 
IF * 
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which I affirm to be the true Chriſt; and if in ſo 
doing J have ſet up a falſe Chriſt, or preached ano- 


ther Goſpel, as Mr. Claggett repreſents me to have 


done, then let him go on with his Anathema's. It 


is this real Son of God, who in the Days of his Fleſh. 


was Emmanuel, or God with us, as in Matt. 1. 22, 
23. It is this Son of God which was the principal 
Subject of, and the Subſtance of the Promiſes which 


God had made to Mankind; and fo he was Febovah 
our Righteouſneſs. When God was going to fulfil 

his Covenant and Promiſe which he had made to 

Abraham, Tſaac, and Facob, by bringing the Children }! 
of Iſrael out of Egypt into the good Land of Canaan, 
he tells them, as in Exod. 6. 3. that by the Name 


Fehovah he had not been known to them: But now 
they ſhould know that he is to them Fehovab their 


God; that is, a God keeping or fulfilling his Cove- 


nant and Promiſe with them, as in Ver. 7,8. So 
when he fulfill'd his great Covenant-Promiſe, in 


ſending the Meſſiah, this Perſon was to be called, 


Febovah our Righteouſneſs, as in Fer. 23. 6. that is 
the fulfilling of God's Covenant, for our Righte- 
ouſneſs or Juſtification : Not that this Perſon was 


properly Febovah, or the Covenant-keeper ; but he 
Was called Fehovah, as the Covenant was fulfill'd in 
him, the Name being transfer'd from him that had 
made and kept this Covenant, to him that was the 


Subject or Thing promiſed, That Names are thus 
transferred, from one Perſon to another, in the Scrip- 
tures, ſee Hal. 24. 6. This is the generation of them 


that ſeek him, that ſeek thy Face, [O Jacob ;] here the { 
Name | Facob,} is transfer'd to the | God of Facob.! 


It is this Son, or Lamb of God, who is ſet down 
with his Father in his Throne, to whom the Saints 


return their thankful Acknowledgment, for that he 


hath redeemed them to God, by his Blood, ont of 


tion, as in Rev. 3. 21, and 5.9, 
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Cai Bal 
If it ſhould be here replied, (from another Quars 
ter, ) That tho che Man Chriſt Jeſus is the Only- 
* begotten Son of God; and tho' his Perſon is called 
by that Name in the Scriptures, upon the Account 
of, and only with reſpe& to, his human Nature; 
yet the Man Chriſt Jeſus is not all, or that whole 
” Perſon, which is called the Only-begotten Son of 
God; becauſe that Perſon which is ſo called is con- 
ſtituted of the Logos or Word, @Fhich in fact is the 
very or Supreme God,) and the Man Chriſt Jeſus, 
(which in fact is the Only-begotten Son of God,) 
both being united in, and fo conſtituting one and 
the ſame Perſon, (viz.) the Perſon of the Meſſiah, 
according to the Teſtimony of St. Fobn, as in Fob. 
T. 14. And the Word was made Fleſh, and dwelt among 
us, &c. VVV 
I anſwer, Firf, I have already obſerv'd, that 
whatever is eſſential to, and conſtitutes that Being 
which we call God, or the Father, that in reality is 
the very Father; and therefore if the Logos or Word 
is in fact eſſential to, and (either in whole or in part) 
conſtitutes that Being which is the very or Supreme 
God; then the Logos or Word is (in whole or in 
part) in reality, and in fact, the very Father of 
God's Son; becauſe he is eſſential to, and in part 
conſtitutes that Being which is ſo. 3 
Whatever Union there may be betwixt the Su- 
preme God and the Man Chriſt Jeſus, (which is his 
Only-begotten Son ; Net that Union cannot be Per- 
ſonal, ſo as that theſe two being united conſtitute 
one and the ſame individual Perſon; becauſe ſuch 


2 Perſonal Union effectually deſtroys the Relation of 
Father and Son, it being a direct Contrad iction to 


ſuppoſe one and the ſame individual Perſon to be 
both Father and Son to himſelf... The Relation of 
Father and Son neceſſarily ſuppoſes two diſtinct in- 
dividual Beings, (as I have already obferv'd;) and 
the Scriptures when they ſpeak of God and his Son, 
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they repreſent them as ſuch. Now if the very or 


and all that Being which is that God: Becauſe that 


dividual Perſons, (viz.) the Father, the Word, and 


the Son of God, was not united to that whole Be- 
ing which is his Father, but only to the Second Per- 
ſon of that Being, (viz.) the Word: And that this 
Second Perſon, and the Man Chriſt Jeſus, conſtitute 


tho' not the whole or all that is the Father of that 


which is his Father. The diſtinguiſhing of God in- 


, 8 % 
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Supreme God, and the Man Chriſt Jeſus, (which is 


Bis Son,) are two diſtinct individual Beings, (as in 
the Nature and Reaſon of the thing they muſt, and 
as the Scriptures repreſent them to be) then hey 


are truly two diſtin individual Perſons in the mo 
proper Senſe of the Word Perſon, whatever Union 


there may be betwzxt them: And therefore if the 
Logos, or Word is Me very or Supreme God, then 


or Perſon which is the Son of God: and confequently ® 
whatever Union there is betwixt the Supreme God 


and the Man Chriſt Jeſus, (which is his Son; ) yet 
there is not, nor can there be any ſuch perſonal U- 
nion as is here ſuppoſed. e OO TTEE TE 

If it ſhould be farther urged, That tho'the | Word} 
is the very or Supreme God; yet he is not the whole 


Being is truly diſtinguiſhable into Three diſtinct in- 
the Holy Ghoſt; theſe three alike partaking of all 


the Attributes and eſſential Properties of the very 


or Supreme God: And that the Man Chrift Jeſus, or 


one individual Perſon in their united State. 
J anſwer, as before, If the [Word] is eſſential to, 


and in part conſtitutes that Being which is the Fa- 


ther of God's Son, then the Word himſelf is the very, 


Son; and if the Son was perſonally united to the 
Word, then he was perſonally united to that Being 


to three imaginary Perſons makes no alteration in 
the Caſe; becauſe it is that Being which is conſti- 


tuted of theſe Three, which is the very Father: And 


; therefore 


* 
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(15 )) 
1 0 what thing ſo ever is united to either of 
theſe Perſons, that thing is united ta the Being 
it ſelf: And conſequently if the Man Chriſt Jeſus, 
which is the Son of God, is perſonally united tothe 


Word, then he is perſonally united to his own Fa- 


ther; and fo the Relation of Father and Son ceaſes, 
or rather it never took place; becauſe this ſuppoſed 

perſonal Union began when the Man Chriſt [eſus, 
(conſider d as the Man Chriſt Jeſus or Son of God,) 
began to be. But the Scriptures have plainly de- 


cdlared, that the Supreme God, and the Man Chrift 


Jeſus, ſtand in the Relation of Father and Son to 
each other; and conſequently have plainly denied 
the perſonal Union which is here ſuppoſet. 
But farther, Upon a ſuppoſition that the Being 
which we call, the Supreme God, is truly diſtinguiſh- 
able into Three diſtin& individual Perſons, which 
alike partake of all the Attributes and eſſential Pro- 
perties of that Being; then it will follow, that if 
the | Word | was perſonally united to the Man Chriſt 
Jeſus, the Father and the Holy Ghoſt muſt be ſo, 
they being alike omnipreſent, filling up the ſame 
- place, at the ſame time, and being preſent in, and 
with all Perſons and Things, in the ſame Manner, 
Kind, and Degree. And tho in a Triangle, one 
Angle may touch, and ſo be united to what the other 
two are not, each Angle being in a particular place, 
and neither of them being in the ſame place as the 
others; yet with reſpe& to Three ſuppoſed Perſons, 
| Which are alike omnipreſent, the Caſe is quite other- 
ways; becauſe they all fill up the ſame place; and 
where one is, there the others are in the ſame Man- 
ner, Kind, and Degree: And therefore to what one 
is perſonally united, the others muſt be alſo, If the 
[Word] was perſonally united to the Man Chriſt 
Jeſus, the Father and the Holy Ghoſt muſt be ſo; 


and conſequently the Man Chriſt Jeſus was per- 


7 ſonally united to the whole, and all of that Being, 
| | | which 


— 
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V 
which we call, the Supreme God, upon this Prin- 
ciple. e 2 2; ORG RGT MON" 

I farther obſerve, that as God is omnipreſent, and 
ſo fills all Place, and is preſent in and with all Per- 
ſons and Things, in the ſame Manner, Kind, and 
Degree; fo from hence it will follow, that if he 


was perſonally united to the Man Chriſt Jeſus, he 
muſt be ſo to all other Men; becauſe he is preſent in 
and with, (and conſequently is united to all other 
Men, ) in the ſame Manner, Kind, and Degree, as he 


is to the Man Chriſt Jeſus: For tho' God may, if he 
pleaſes, exerciſe or maniteſt his Attributes or eſſential 
Properties at ſome Times, and in ſome Places; when 
he doth not at other Times or in other Places; and 
though he may exerciſe or manifeſt theſe in, to, by, 
or upon ſome Perſons or Things, and not in, to, by, 
or upon others; and tho' he may exerciſe or mani- 


feſt theſe in a different Manner or Degree, in, to, by, 


or upon ſome Perſons or Things, than he doth in, 
to, by, or upon others: I ſay, Tho he may do this 


if he pleaſes; yet as to his Eſſence, of eſſential Pro- 
perties themſelves, they are not ſubject to theſe 
Changes or Alterations, they being alike preſent in 


and with, and ſo are alike united to all Places, Per- 
ſons, and Things, in the ſame Manner, Kind, and 
Degree. And if God's exerciſing or manifeſting of 


his Attributes, or eſſential Properties in, to, by, or 


upon any Being ſhould be call'd his perſonal Union 


with that Being, then it will follow, Firſt, that eve- 
ry Being which God exerciſes or manifeſts his At- 


tributes and eſſential Properties in, to, by, or upon, 
I ſay, Every ſuch Being is perſonally united to the 
ſupreme God, upon this Principle, (only it may be 
with this Difference, that one is perſonally united 
in a different Manner, or to a different Degree 
from another, as God's Attributes or eſſential Proper» 
ties, are in a different Manner or Degree exerciſed or 


- manifeſted as aforeſaid ;) Secondly, it will follow, | 


that 


7 . 
that Quieſcience or the Non-exerciſe or Manifeſtation 
Jof God's Attributes, or eſſential Properties in, to, 
by, or upon any Being, deſtroys God's perſonal Uni- 
on with that Being, or at leaſt falls ſnort of it; for 
if perſonal Union is founded in God's exerciſing, 
Wor manifeſting his Attributes, or eſſential Proper- 
ties, as aforeſaid ; then it will follow that Quieſ- 
cence or the Non-exerciſe, or Manifeſtation of theſe 
falls ſhort of that Union: So that where the exer- 
ciſe, or Manifeſtation of theſe is wanting to any Be- 
ing, (as in the Caſe of Quieſcence it is,) there per- 
ſonal Union is wanting to that Being; and conſe- 
quently when the [Word] was quieſcent Sn the Man 
Chriſt Jeſus, he was not perſonally united to him. 
Again, Iobſerve, upon a Suppoſition, that the ſu- 
preme God is truly diſtinguiſned into three diſtinct in- 
dividual Perſons, and that theſe are not three Minds, 
but only one ſingle individual Mind; then it will 
follow from hence, that if one of theſe Perſons acts, 
the other two muſt act alſo; and if one of theſe is 
quieſcent, the other two muſt be ſo: For as theſe Three 
conſtitute one and the ſame individual Mind, and as 
this Mind is the Fountain of Action; ſo whatever 
Action flows from it, muſt flow from all the three 
Perſons which conſtitutes this Mind, it being repug- 
nant to Reaſon, (and no where ſuppoſed in the Chriſ- 
tian Revelation,) that one and the ſame Mind or 
Fountain of Action ſhould both act and be quieſcent 
at 'the ſame Time: This being as much a Con- 
tradiction as for a Thing to be and not to be at the 
| fame Time: and conſequently if the Father, or the 
Holy Ghoſt, did at any Time act in, by, or upon the 
Man Chrift Jeſus; then the Word or ſecond Perſon 
did ſo alſo. And if the Word was quieſcent in the 
Man Chriſt Jeſus ; then the Father and the Holy 
| Ghoſt muſt be ſo; becauſe they all conſtitute one 
and the ſame Mind or Fountain of Action. 
If we ſuppoſe theſe three Perſons to be three we 
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tinct Fountains of Action in one and the ſame Mind, 
which may act ſeparate from, and independent one 


of another; then theſe three Perſons are plainly 


three Minds; and ſo we have three Minds, and yet 
but one Mind in one and the ſame individual Being, 


which is a Contradiction, and a confounding the Uſe 
and Senſe of Words. ER l 


If theſe three Perſons were not the Mind it ſelf, 
but only three Inſtruments which he made uſe of to 
act by ; then I allow, that one of theſe Perſons might 
be quieſcent when the others were not; becauſe this 
Mind might make Uſe of one Inſtrument when he 


did not make Uſe of another; and fo one might 


be quieſcent when the others were not ſo: But for- 
aſmuch as theſe Perſons are not the Inſtruments of, 
but are the very Mind it ſelf, it will follow, that 
when one of theſe acts, the others muſt act alſo; and 
when one of theſe is quieſcent, the other muſt be ſo, 
becauſe they all conſtitute that one and the ſame 
Mind or Fountain of Action which doth or is ſo. 
If it ſhould be ſaid, that theſe are great Myſteries, 


which it is the Glory of a Chriſtian to ſubje& his 


Reaſon and Underſtanding to. 

I anſwer, As theſe Myſteries are no part of the 
Chriſtian Religion; ſo it is ſo far from being a Glory, 
that on the contrary, it is a Shame for à Chriſtian to 
ſubject his Reaſon and Underſtanding to ſuch Abſur- 
dities and Contradictions as are no where reveal'd 
in, nor countenanced by the Chriſtian Revelation. 

Here it may not be amiſs to obſerve the ſtrange 

Humour of Chriſtians, in this particular, They | 


will needs have it, that the Supreme God is con- 


ſtituted of Three diſtin& individual Perſons; and 
that the Meſſiah is conſtituted of the Supreme God, 
and the Man Chriſt Jeſus, and yet is but One indi- 
vidual Perſon. In the former we have Three Per- 
{ons in One individual Being; and in the latter we | 
have Two intelligent Beings in One W | 

erſon. 
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| Perſon. In the former the Supreme God alone conſti- 


tutes Three Perſons; and in the latter the Supreme 
God, and the Man Chrift Jeſus conſtitute but 
One Perſon. This I call, The Humour of Chriſ- 
tians; for bleſſed be God, there can be no ſuch 
thing juſtly chargeable upon the Chriſtian Reve- 
lation. That Revelation gives a rational Ac- 
count of the Supreme God, as One individual Being 
or Perſon; and of his Son Chriſt Je ſus, as Another 
individual Being or Perſon : And it no where con- 


tradicts this, when it is underſtood in the moſt like- 


ly and rational Senſe: And therefore, 


I anſwer, Secondly, It plainly appears to me, 
from St. John's Goſpel, that he uſes the Term Word] 


only as a Name to expreſs the Perſon of the Meſſiah. 


We find this Perſon was call'd by different Names, 


upon different Accounts. He was called, Jeſus; be- 


cauſe he was to ſave his People from their Sins. He 
was called, Chrift, becauſe he was anointed and ſet 


apart, by his Father, to the Office and Work he 


undertook, He was called, the Son of Man, be- 
cauſe he was one of Mankind; and becauſe he was 


in part produced from one of that Species. He was 


called, God; becauſe he was by his Father made the 
 Governour and Head of his People. He was called, 
the Son of God; becauſe he (his Body at leaſt) was 
begotten by the Power of the Higheft, in the Womb 


of the Virgin. He was called, the Lamb of God; 
becauſe he was to be offer d up for a Sin- offering to 
God; and becauſe of his Lamb- like Diſpoſition un- 


der his Sufferings: (He was led as a Lamb to the 


Slaughter, and as a Sheep before the Shearers is 


| dumb, ſo be opened not bis Month.) He was called, 


Eight; becauſe he was to enlighten Mankind with 


 faving Knowledge. He was called, the Way, the 


Truth, and the Life; becauſe it was he that ſhewed 
the true Way to the Favour of God, and eternal 


Life in him, He was called, the Logos (or Word:) 
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becauſe he was the great Revealer of the Word or 
Counſel of his Father to Mankind. As a Man's 
Mind is expreſs d or ſhewn to others by his Words; 


ſo the Mind of God was expreſs'd or ſhewn to Man- 
kind by Chriſt; and therefore he by a Figure is cal- 


led. the Word, by St. Fobn. And whereas it is ſaid, 


The Word was made Fleſh, &c. I obſerve that the 
Term | Word | implies an intelligent rational Being, 
or elſe it implies ſomething which is not an intelli- 
gent rational Being, when it is uſed by the Evan- 


geliſt as aforeſaid. If it implies ſomething which is 
not an intelligent rational Being, then I ſay, As 


we know not what the [Word | is upon this Prin- 


ciple; fo it is needleſs to enquire any. farther about 


it. But if the Term |Word] implies an intelligent 
rational Being, when uſed by the Evangeliſt in the 
Text under conſideration; then I obſerve farther, 
that the Text muſt, as I conceive, ſignify one or 
other of theſe Four things; either Finff, The Word 
was made Fleſh, that is, was Tranſubſtantiated or 
changed into Fleſh ; or Secondly, The Word was made 
Fleſh, that is,, was united unto a Whole Man, Body 
and Soul, the Term Flef being put for the Term 
Man; or Third'y, The Word was made Fleſh, that is, 
was united to a human Body or fleſhy Part, and ſo 
became a human Soul to that Body which he was 
united to; or laſtly, The Word was made Fleſb, that 
is, was a Man, the Term Fleſh being put for the 
Term Man; as before in the ſecond Caſe. One 
or other of theſe, I think, muſt be. St. John's Mean- 


ing in the Text: But which of them is the true Senſe ; 


as it remains a Queſtion, . ſo, I think, every Man 


_ ought to eſteem that to be the true Senſe which ap- 


pears moſt rational and likely to be ſo, when com- 


par'd with the reſt of. Divine Revelation. And 


foraſmuch as we are all fallible, and poſſibly may 
err; this ought to make us modeſt, with reſpect to 
our own Determinations; and charitable, with re- 
ſrect to the Determinations of other en. As 
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As to the firſt Senſe which I have given of the 
foremention'd Text (v.z.) The Word was made or tran- 
ſubſtantiated into Fleſh : As this ſuppoſes the pre- ex- 
iſtence of the Word before his Change; ſo he muſt 
be metamorphoſed or changed into a humane Body; 
and conſequently was no more after that Change 
than barely the human Body of our Saviour: But 
this ſeems ſo very unlikely to me, that I can by no 
means think it to be the true Senſe of the Text, tho? 
it is the literal Senſe. 1 

As to the ſecond Senſe (viz.) The Word was made 
Fleſb, or united to a whole Man, Soul and Body, 
(the Term Fleſh being put for the Term Man in this 
Caſe;) as this ſuppoſes the exiſtence of the Word 
antecedent to his Union, as aforeſaid ; ſo the Perſon 
of Chriſt, upon this Principle, muſt be conſtituted 

| of two individual intelligent rational Spirits, united 
to one human Body; and theſe Three, in their uni- 
| ted State, muſt conſtitute the Perſon of Jeſus Chriſt, 
| which makes it very unlikely to me to be the true 
Senſe of the Text, for the Reaſons following. Fir ft, 


- Becauſe the Perſon thus conſtituted would not be a 
i a Man, which the Scriptures repreſent the Perſon 


„ of Chriſt to be, a Man being conſtituted of only 
One individual intelligent rational Spirit, united to 
s | only One individual human Body; theſe Two, and 
. they only, in their united State, being that which 
2 conſtitutes a Man, properly ſo called: Whereas if 
. there are Two rational Spirits, united to One human 
Body, in the Perſon of Chriſt; this Exceſs of Parts 


; would eſſentially difference him in that which is 
1 * made the Standard of the Species of Mankind: And 
z- =} . conſequently he would not be a Man upon this Prin- 
- | ciple. Secondly, We have no mention of Two ra- 
d | tional Spirits in the Perſod of Chriſt, nor any inti- 


mation of it in all the Bible. And tho' this Doctrine 
is urgetl as neceſſary to reconcile ſome Texts of 
Scripture which claſh with each orher, according to 
5 VVVU' fe Eh „„ ſome 


ſome Mens interpretation of them ; yet this is alto- 
gether needleſs, becauſe thoſe Texts can be eaſily re- 
conciled; or rather they do not claſh, when they 
are underſtood in the moſt likely and rational Senſe. 
The true Ground or Reaſon of Men's advancing this 
unſcriptural Doctrine, I take to be this. Some Men 
having unjuftly inferred from ſome Texts of Scrip- 


ture, that Jeſus Chriſt, or the Son of God, is him- 


{elf the Supreme God, whereas the Son himſelf hath 


expreſſy declared the contrary : Therefore to remove 


the Difficulty which they themſelves have made, they 


imagine Two rational Natures in the Perſon of Chriſt; 
and then they put it off with this Pretence, when - 


Chriſt ſaith, | My Father is greater than I,] he did not 
mean his whole Perſon, but only a part of it, (viz.) 
his human Nature, as they call it. I call this, a 


Pretence; becauſe there is no Mention of Chriſt's | 


having Two rational Natures in his Perſon, nor any 
Intimation of it in all the Bible, as I ſaid before. 
My third Reaſon 1s becauſe One rational Spirit in 
the Perſon of Chriſt was ſufficient for all the Offices, 
Performances, and Works which he was called to, 
or did perform: And therefore it is very irrational, 


in my Opinion, to ſuppoſe that he had a Superfluity, 16 


which two rational Spirits in his Perſon muſt be, 
eſpecially if we add to this, what ſome maintain, 
| (viz, that One of theſe rational Natures was qui- 

eſcent, was put by as uſeleſs, was laid aſleep in non- 
activity, if I may fo ſpeak. My fourth, and laſt 
Reaſon is; becauſe our Saviour's Words and Actions 
are repreſented by St. John, (in the Words after the 
Text,) as proceeding from One and the ſame Foun- 


tain of Action: The Word, the only-begotten of the 4 
Father, and Feſus Chriſt, being uſed as Synonymons If 
Terms to expreſs one and the ſame thing. The | 


Word was made Fleſh, and dwelt among us; and "we 
beheld his Glory, the Glory as of the only-begotten 
of the Fa 


p 


ther, full of Grace and Truth, Ver. 17. 
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(i 23: ) 
Ihe Law was given by Moſes, but Grace and Truth 
came by Feſus Chriſt, Here we ſee, that the Word, 
8 the only-begotten of the Father, and Jeſus Chriſt, are 
# convertible Terms, uſed by the Evangeliſt to ex- 
” preſs one and the ſame thing. They beheld the 
Glory of the Word, (which they could not have 
done if he was quieſcent and acted not.) They had 
ſeen the wonderful Works which he had done; and 
had heard the gracious Words which came out of his 
Mouth, Words full of Grace and Truth: And fo 
had beheld that Glory which God had reſerved to, 
and honoured his only-begotten Son with: For tho? 
the Law was given by Moſes; yet that Fulneſs of 
Grace and Truth, which was to be diſpenſed under 
the Goſpel, was peculiarly reſerved to be diſpenſed 
by the Word, or Jeſus Chriſt, the only-begotten Son 
of God, For theſe Reaſons, it ſeems very unlikely 
| to me, that the true Senſe of the foremention'd 
Text ſhould be, that the Word was made or united 
to a whole Man, Soul and Body. | : 
= As to the Third and Fourth Senſes which may be 
put upon the foremention'd Text, (viz.) Thirdly, 
The Word was made or united to a human Body, 
or Fleſhy part, and ſo became a human Soul to that 
Body it was united to: Or, Fourthly, The Word was 
Fleſh, or a Man; the Term Fleþ being put for the 
Term Man, as in the Second Caſe already conſider'd. 
I fay, Which ſoever of theſe be the true Senſe, it 
makes no alteration with reſpect to me; becauſe in 
either of theſe, the Word, and the only-begotten 
Son of God, expreſles, or implies no more than the 
Man Chriſt Jeſus, which I call, the whole Chrift. 
And fo I ſhall paſs them over, without any other 
© Remark, but this (viz.) that the third Caſe ſuppoſes 
the Exiſtence of our Saviour's rational Spirit antece- 
„ I dent to his Conception in the Womb of the Virgin: 
„ And the fourth Caſe does not deny, nor contradict 


Upon 


1 
Upon the Whole, I ſay, as the Man Chriſt Jeſus 
is called, The only begotten Son of God; fo it is 
he alone which conſtitutes that whole Perſon who 
| is To called. And as his Being or Perſon is the 
x Son of God; ſo he is a diſtin& individual Being or 
. Perſon from that God whoſe Son he is. 1 5 
I > Again I obſerve, that tho' Mr. Claggett hath un- 
= dertaken the Contutation of my Arguments; yet he 
has fallen vaſtly ſhort of it; and conſequently 
they remain in their full Strength, proving what 
they were produced for, notwithſtanding what he 
bath urged againft them, and this will appear from 
an Fxamination of the Particulars. 5 
My fiſt Argument ſtands thus, The Son recei- 
ved his Being and Exiſtence from the Father as the 
firſt ſupreme free Cauſe of that Being and Exiſtence; 
conſequently he is inferior, Sc. SP 
B This Argument hath three Branches; Firſt, that 
« the Father 1s the Cauſe ; Secondly, that he is the 
firſt and ſupreme Cauſe ; and Thirdly, that he is the 
* frec auſe of the Son's Being and Exiſtence. 
1 The firſt of theſe Mr. Claggett allows, by aſſert- 
ing, that the Father begets the Son by a Neceſſit 7 
of Nature; and conſequently he muſt be the Cauſe 
of the Son. As to the ſecond, I ſuppoſe he allows 
it; becauſe he hath not, as I can perceive, objected 
any Thing againſt it. And as to the third Branch, 
he denies it in expreſs Words, but allows it in Conſe- 
quence. He denies it, by aſſert ing, that the Father 
begets the Son, not from the Freedom of his Will, 
| but from a Neceſſity of Nature. He allows it in 
| Conſequence, by allowing; Firſt, that God is the 
moſt free Agent in all Things without Himſelf; as 
in pag. 14. And Secondly, by maintaining that the 
g Man Chriſt Jeſus, which he calls, the human Nature, 
ö (and which is the true and only-begotten Son of 
; God.) is in his Nature both Body and Soul of the 
me Sper” e with all other Men; the proving 8 = 
| | 11 Acer WW © 


625) 

rather the endeavouring to prove) which Point is the 
Burden of his Book. 

| Now if the Man Chriſt Jeſus, or the human Na- 
ture (as Mr. Claggett is pleas'd to call him) is of the 
ſame Species with all other Men; and if all Men 
gare without God; and if God is entirely free, with 
Reſpect to the Produce of every Thing without 
2 himſelf, which I think he hath allow'd : Then it 


as this is not the real Son, but, on the contrary, is 
the Father of the Son of God; ſo my Argument is 
22 wholly unconcern'd with it. I have aſſerted nothing 
concerning God, or the Father, and his eſſential 
Properties, which are himſelf, and not his Son, but 
only concerning God and his Only-begotten Son; 
and therefore in what he hath to ſay, with Reſpect 
to this imaginary Son, he fights without an Ad verſa- 
ry, with Reſpect to me. 3 


My ſecond Argument ſtrnds thus, the Son recei- 
ved Gifts and Bleſſings from the Father; and conſe- 
= quently 1s inferior and ſubordinate to the Father, ac- 
cording to St. Paul's Way of arguing in Abraham 
and Melchiſedech's Caſe, as in Heb. 7. J. Without all 
Contradiction the Leſs is bleſſed of the Better. 5 
In anſwer to this, Mr. Claggett “ deſires it may 
be obſerv'd, that our Controverſy is not about a 
Superiority of Order, or Office, but of Eſſence 

and Nature; whether the Son is of the ſame Sub- 
W © ſtance and Eſſence with the Father or not: We 
L afficm, He denies, * 
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that my Argument remains unſhaken, 


THY 
In reply to which, I deſire it may be obſerv'd, 
that what he ſaith, is his Miſtake ; for I have aſſert- 


ed nothing with Reſpect to a Superiority of Nature, 
but only with Reſpect to the Relation in which the 


Father and Son Rand in one to another. The Terms 
Superior and Inferior, Supreme and Subordmate, are 


relative Terms, which, in their moſt proper Senſe, 


are expreſſive, not of the Nature, but only of the 


Relation which one intelligent raticnal Being ſtands 
in to others. Thus, the Mayor of Salisbury is inferior 


and ſubordinate to King George, tho they are both 
of one Species or Kind of Eſſence, confider'd as Men. 
The Mayor of Salisbin) is inferior to King George, as 
he is King George's Subject; and he is ſubordinate to 
King George, as he hath received Authority from 
him, and exerciſes it under him. So in like Man- 
ner, upon a Suppoſit ion that the Son of God and 
his Father are both of one Species or Kind of 
Eſſence; yet notwithſtanding this, the Son 1s in- 
ferior to his Father. He is inferior to him, as he 
is his Father's Subject, (his Father is his God; ) and 
he is ſubordinate to him, as he hath received Autho- 
rity or Headſhip over his Church from him, and ex- 
erciſes it under him. But to return to my Argument. 
Mr. Claggett denies that the imaginary Son of God 
wes exalted ; about which I have aſſerted nothing. 
I have not aſſerted, that the ſubſtantial Power and | 
Wiſdom of the Father, (which in Fact is the very 
Father,) was exalted, I have only aflerted, that the 
true and real Son of this Father was exalted, (vix.) 
the Man Chriſt Jeſus, which Mr. Claggett calls, 


Chriſt's buman Nature, and which he allows was ex- Þ *< 
alted, as in pag. 27, © It is manifeſt enough (ſaith 


he,) © that the Text points out the Exaltation of 
„ Chriſt's human Nature, which was humbled even 
* to Death.” Seeing then that the true and only-be- 
gotten Son of God was exalted, it will follow, 


Here 


2 
: ©, 
. 


N 

lere it ſeems proper for me to obſerve, that Mr. 
Claggett puts the Queſtion to me, How Chriſt could 
be cxalted in his higheſt Nature upon my Principles. 


ona! Natures, and I have uſed the Diſtinction only 


for Arguments ſake ; and therefore Chriſt's higheſt | 


Nature, or his moſt divine Part, with Reſpect to my 
Principle, is his rational or ſpiritual Part, as dif- 
tinguiſhed from his fleſhy or bodily Part.) He re- 
peats this Queſtion, in other Places of his Book, 
and oppoſes to me what J have ſaid of Chriſt, in the 
ſtwenty-eighth Page of my Book. To which I an- 
wer, what I faid, in the Page refer'd to, concern- 


ing our Saviour; in Part reſpects what he is, and 


erv'd, it doth not; yet Jam of the Mind that Mr. 


__ 


| 

> =: : 77 

ö pring me under a Difficulty, which, as I have ob- 
7 


pouring Gentleman. 


1. Which was the higheſt Exaltation of the Hu- 


7 A manity of Jeſus Chriſt, for it tobe ſo united to 
be | 12 5 | the 


WE/gg*tt's Principles brings him under a greater. And 
| Feing we are upon a Queſtion, I beg leave to put 
c ne lame Queſtions to him as I once did to a neigh» 
n 


F (Note I have not allowed that Chriſt hath two rati- 


— — — 


* ů—ſ.ſü U F— P — ͥ ——— ——6ß — —— —— 


_ 
— — —— —.— — 
- * n 


by Ws x, 


oa y- | *S, it Lough F . ** e an ab 
- " 1. . * 2 
nn,, 5 7 
1 » 14.0) 4 ; 9 4. * 7 + $36 1 2 
> . : 9 , Wh a l I, 
. 2.4%, "6 # "As 0 
; "41 4Md | 


the Supreme God, (or as the Athanaſian Creed 
expreſſes it, taken into God, ) as that it and the 
ſupreme God, which it is united to, do conſtitute 
but one individual Perſon : or, for it to be exal- 
ted at the Right-hand of the ſupreme God ? 


2. When the Humanity of Jeſus Chriſt was thus 
united to, or taken into the ſupreme God, 
muſt it not be again ſeparated from, or taken 
out of him, before it could be capable of be- 
ing exalted at his Right-hand ? 


The Reaſon of my propoſing theſe Queſtions 
Was 54 . 5 . 1 
Firſt, becauſe I take it for granted, that the ſo ta- 


king of a Man into perſonal Union with the ſu- 


preme God, as that the ſupreme God and that Man 
do conſtitute but one Perſon, was the higheſt Exal- 7 


tation that the ſupreme God could give, or that Man 
could partake of. I ſay, ſuch a Union, if ſuch a 
Thing could be, was (as I conceive) the higheſt Ex- 


altation that it was poſſible for God to give, or for a 
Man to partake of. — — 


Secondly, the Athanaſiars hold, that the Humanity * 


of Jeſus Chriſt was ſo taken into perfonal Union 
with the ſecond Perſon of the Trinity, as that it and 


that ſecond Perſon do conſtitute one individual Per- 


ſon, in their united State; and that this united 
Perſon is the ſupreme Gl. -* 


hirdly, the Scriptures aſſert that the Perſon of Je- 1 


ſus Chriſt, and conſequently the Humanity in him, 3 
was highly exalted, after his Crucifixion, at the 


* 


Right-Hand of God. | 


This being ſo, I fay, upon a Suppoſition that the . 
Humanity of Jeſus Chriſt was united to a Perſon, 


as aforeſaid (vix.) to the ſecond Perſon of the Trini- 
ty; then, I thin k. it will unavoidably follow from 
hence: either, Fiſt, that the Son or ſecond Perſon is 


| . 
not the ſupreme God, becauſe the Humanity did re- 
ceive a higher Exaltation from the Father or firſt 
perſon, by being exalted at his Right-hand, than 
it did from the Son or ſecond Perſon, by being ta- 
ken into perſonal Union with him, which could not 
ha ve been if the Son himſelf had been the ſupreme 
SGod: or elſe, Secondly, if the Son was himſelf the 

ſupreme God, and if the Humanity was exalted as 
bigh as it was capable by it's Union with him, then 
the Humanity muſt be ſeparated from the Son, and 
that Bond of Union muſt be diffoly'd, before it 
could be capable of receiving Exaltation from the 
Father. 3 W 487 
Ihe Gentleman, in his Anſwer to my Queſtions, 
allowed what I took for granted, (vix. ) that the fo 
taking of a Man into perſonal Union with the ſu- 


that it was poſſible for God to give, or for a Man to 

partake of. Again he allow'd, what the Atbanaſians 
dc hold, (viz.) that the Humanity of Jeſus Chriſt 
was ſo united to the ſecond Perſon of the Trinity, 
gas that it, and that ſecond Perſon do conſtitute but 
one individual Perſon, in their united State, and that 
this united Perſon is the ſupreme God: But then, 
leſt he ſhould be brought into a Dilemma, (as he 
= calld it,) he in Effect denied what the Scriptures do 
aſſert, (viz.) That the Perſon of Chriſt, . and con- 
ſequently the Humanity in him, was highly exalted 
at the Right-hand of. God. But tho the foremen- 
tion'd Gentleman denied, that the Humanity of Chriſt 
had any farther Exaltation than its Union as afore- 
= ſaid; yet Mr. Claggett has allow d, that Chrift's Hu- 
man Nature was exalted after that Union, by his al- 


2 3 lowing that Phil. 2, 9. points out the Exaltation of 


Chriſt's human Nature. Pag. 27. which Exaltation 
was after his Crucifixion. Now if the Humanity of 
Chriſt, as he calls it, was ſo highly exalted as to be 
perſonally united to the ſupreme God, and fo per- 
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preme God, as aforeſaid, was the higheſt Exaltation 
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ſonally united as that it and the ſupreme God conſti- 
tutes one and the ſame individual Perſon, I think it 
will be a Difficulty upon him to ſhew how this Hu- 
manity could have any higher Exaltation. | 


My third Argument ſtands thus, the Father is 
ſaid to be the God of the Son; therefore the Son is 
inferior, &c. T6 5 

Mr. Claggett anſwers, That the Son, in his hu- 


man Nature, is inferior and ſubordinate to the 


Father. | 1 5 

Now as I have already proved, that the human 
Nature, or the Man Chriſt Jeſus, is the whole 
and only-begotten Son of God ; and that what he 
calls, The divine Nature, is ſo far from being the 
Son, that on the contrary, it is the Father of the Son 
of God : from hence it will follow that this Argu- 


ment remains in its fall force. 


My fourth Argument ſtands thus, The Father is 
ſaid to exerciſe Authority, in commanding; and the 
Son Submiſſion, in obeying the Fathers Commands: 
and 3 the Son is ſubordinate and infe- 
rior, Cc. mY 


Mr. Claggett anſwers, That the Son, in his human 
Nature, is God's Servant, and ſubmiſſively obeys the = 


Father, and the Father is ſuperior to the Son, Sc. 
ARE 1 7 ES ERS PIRATES 9 


** 


He here allows all that I have been proving in my 


Argument, (viz.) that the true and only-begotten 


Son of God is inferior, &©c. And all that he offers 
againſt me, 1s that the Father's eſſential Properties, 
which are the very Father, are not inferior to him- 
ſelf, which I have never denied. | Wh hav 
My fifth Argument ſtands thus, The Son is the 
Father's Agent, in thoſe Acts which are aſcribed unto 
him; and the Son received from the Father both 
e : Direction 


* FP 
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( 31) 
Direction and Ability for their Performance: con- 
ſequently the Son is inferior, Sc. — 
his Mr. Claggett anſwers, by ſuppoſing that 
creating Power is uncreated Power, and that this Pow- 
er is incommunicable, and that the Son did not cre- 
ate as an Agent, but as a Co- efficient; and thus he 
thinks he hath confuted ny Argument. To which 
I anſwer, upon a Suppoſition that Chriſt was not 
the Father's Agent in creating the World; yet my 
Argument remains in full Force notwithſtanding ; 
#becauſe if this Evidence proves defective, yet I have 
produced other Evidence to prove my Point, in 
which Chriſt was an Agent or Factor for his Father, 


nt 3 


' 

it 
/ 
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according to Mr. Claggett's Senſe of that Term. An 
Agent, he ſaith, is one that acts by Commithon 
from another, in the Uſe and Exerciſe of his own 
natural Power. Let it be ſo. Thus Chrift acted by 
Commiſſion from his Father, in the publiſhing of 
Zhis Father's Will, and in demanding the Fruits of 
his Father's Vineyard, as in Fob. 4. 34. Feſus ſaid 

dunto them, My Meat is to do the Will of him that ſent. 
ne, and to fniſb his Work, Chap. 5. 43. I am come 


zin my Fathers Name, and ye receive me not: If another 


ball come in his omn Name, bim ye will receive. 


Chap. 6. 38. I came down from Heaven, not to do 


mine own Will, but the Will of him that ſent me. Mat. 


21. 34, 37. Aud when the Time of Fruit drew near, 


Me ſent his Servants to the Husban.\men, that they might 
Myeceive the Fruits of it, — but laſt of all he ſent unto 
*F&bem his Son, ſaying, they will reverence my Son. In the 
Z\V orks here referred to, I ſuppoſe, it will be allowed 
That the Son was the Father's Agent (viz.) in the Pub- 
lication of his Father's Will; becauſe in this Perfor- 
mance, as he acted by Commiſſion from his Father; 

Wo he did in the Exerciſe of his own natural Power: 
Which natural Power, I call, A derived Power; be- 
FF aule he derived it originally from his Father, and ſo 
It was the Father's Power, But 


Perhaps 
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6 hy,” 
Perhaps Mr. Claggett will turn it upon me, and Fe 
ſay, that he was an Agent in his Human Nature 
only. 8 — 8 3 „ 

I anſwer, What he calls, the Human Nature (viz.) 
the Van Chiſt Jeſus; Ifay, was the whole and only- 
| begotten Son of God And what he calls, the Divine 
Nature of che Son, (viz.) the ſubſtantial Power and 
_ Wiſicm of the Father, I have ſhewn, can in no 
| Senſe be call'd the Son of the Father; becauſe it is in 
taci the very Father himſelf : And conſequently the 
Sen which my Argument refers to, was the Fathers 
Agent, as aforelaid. A 
Nc I come to conſider what Mr. Claggett hath to 

ſay, with reſpeQ to my aſſerting, that Chriſt or the 
Son of God created the World. I need not go into 884 
all the Turnings and Windings of his Argument. It ta 
| is ſufficient to my purpoſe to obſerve, that when 1 
aſcribed creating Power to the Son, I did it in no o- 
ther Senſe than I do aſcribe miraculous Power to the 
Apoſtles. Our Savicur {aid unto his Diſciples, as 
in Matt. 17. 20. If ye have Faith as a grain of Muſ- 
tai d. Seed, ye ſhall ſay unto this Mountain, Remove hence 
to yonder place, and it ſhall remove; and nothing ſhall 
be unpoſible unto you. Now if the Apoſtles had at 
any time ſaid to a Mountain, Remove hence to you- 
der place; and if it had removed accordingly, I 
ſhould have thought, that I might truly ſay, they 
had Power to remove a Mountain, or that they did 
remove a Mountain; or that God did it by them ; 
and yet not aſcribe Omnipotency to them. Fob. 14. 
12. Verily, verily T ſay unto you, He that believeth on 
me, the Works that I do ſhall he do alſo, and greater 
Works than theſe fhall he do, becauſe J go unto my Fa- 
ther. And I ſhould perhaps have called the Apoſtles, 
God's Agents, in ſuch a Work. But Mr. Claggett| 
now informs me, that the Term Agent in ſuch a Caſef 
would have been improperly applied; and if fo, I 
am content to have it put by, So in like manner We 
Tea 
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read in Epb. 3. 9. That God created all things by Feſus 
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moving of a Mountain, if ſuch a Remove at an 

ime took place; and I thought, that I might truly 
Fay, upon the ſame Grounds, that Chriſt had Power 
to create the World, or that he did create it, or that 
ZGod created it by him, and yet not aſcribe Omnipo- 

ency to him; and I thought, I might juſtly ſay, 
that he was God's Agent in this Work: But now I 
Km told otherways. However Mr. Clagett may ſce 
from hence, that his time and pains were ſpent in 
vain, in this particular. And tho he is pleaſed to 


take it for granted, that creating Power is incommu- 
MF 


8 


nicable; yet that does not determine me to be of his 
Judgment in this Point: For as it ſeems to be a bold 
3 Limitation of God's Power; ſo likewiſe, for ought 
hat I can ſee reaſon to the contrary, it is equally 
us eaſie for God to communicate creating Power, as 
for him to communicate generating Power, or any 


one Man begets another Man. Now if a begotten 
Son, may have Power to beget another Son, Why 

may not a Creature have Power from God to create 
another Creature? Mr. Claggett ſuppoſes, he cannot: 
Hut perhaps this may be a Cannot of his own making: 
Suppoſe that God had propagated the ſeveral Species 
„„ of living Creatures (which inhabit this Earth) ſome 
47 other way, and not by Generation; it is likely, if 


; 
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7 his had been ſo, Mr. Claggett might then have as 


es, 


freely pronounced generating Power Omnipotent 
it 
tel 


and Uncreated, as he now does of creating Power. 
If Mr. Claggett ſhould reply, That in human Ge- 
Ireration a Son is not begotten or produced out of 
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I anſwer, It is ſufficient to remind him, that te 
creating of Things out of Nothing, is no where al- 
cribed to Chriſt in the Scriptures. And as Adam's 
Body was produced from the Duft of the Ground 
fo the producing of it into that Species, was properly 
a creating of it, according to the uſe of that Expreſ= 
fion, in the Language of the Scriptures. Befides we 
are no Where aſſured from Scripture, that this Earth 
was created out of Nothing, when it was produced 
into that Form in which it now is. We read, That 
God created the Heavens and the Earth; and that the 
Earth was without Form, and void; and that Darkneſs 
cover'd the Face of the great Deep: But we do not 
read, that the Earth was nothing antecedent to its 
Creation; and therefore Chrift might create the 
World, and yet not create it out of Nothing. 
I ſhall not enter into ſo nice and philoſophical an 
Enquiry, as to examine, whether there be any ſuch 7 
thing as created Power, properly ſo called. I think 
all Power, properly ſpeaking, is God's Power, whe- 
ther it be created or uncreated, tho the Exerciſe of 
it, in different Degrees, hath a dependence upon the 
Will of free Creatures. When I move my Finger 
up or down, the Power which is exerciſed in that 
Act, I think, is God's Power; and it is no farther ” 
my Power, than as God hath given me the uſe a 
It, or as it hath a dependence upon my Will for the 
exerciſe of it: And if my Finger ſhould be, at 
any time, moved up or down, independent of my 
Will, that would not be my Action. The Caſe is 
the ſame with refpe& to any other human Action. 
All the Power which is exerciſed in any of theſe 
Acts, is certainly God's Power: But foraſmuch as 
the exerciſe of this Power depends upon our Will; 
therefore the Actions which are performed by it, are 
properly our Actions. And as the Power which is 
exerciſed in theſe, is ſaid to be our Power; ſo 1 
think it is ours only, in this reſpect, as God hatn 
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given us the uſe of it, or as the exerciſe of it de- 
pends upon our Will. „ | 
And tho? God cannot communicate to any Being 
a Power independent of himſelf; this being a Con- 
tradiction, becauſe all communicated Power muſt be 


* 


dependent Power: Yet he may ſo far leave the Ex- 


erciſe of his Power to the Will of free Creatures, as 


that they may exerciſe it independent of his Will: 
And that he doth ſo in fact is evident; becauſe this 
is the Caſe in all the actual Sins which are commit- 
ted; in which Caſes Men exerciſe God's Power, in- 
dependent of God's Will. And in this God doth 
not commit Sin, tho' his Power is exerciſed in the 
committing of it; becauſe the Sinfulneſs of theſe Acts 


7 does not at all conſiſt in the Power which is exerci- 


ſed, but only in the wrong Uſe and Exerciſe of it; in 
which alone, I think, the Sinfulneſs of any Act con- 
= fiſts (viz.) in its non-conformity to God's Will. And 
2 Tho' in the Caſe of Creation God may, if he 
pleaſes, ſo act as that there ſhall be no Medium be- 


7 twixt his Will and the Exerciſe of his Power in the 


production of what he wills; yet he may if he plea- 


(es act otherways: And that he hath done fo, is evi- 
dent in his creating Lice out of Duſt, in the Land of 


| 2 Egypt, as in Exod. 8. 16, 17. In this Caſe, as God 


| & will'd, that Aaron's Rod ſmiting the Duſt of the 


0 


Ground ſhould change that Duſt into Lice, which was 
an Act of Creation: So Aaron's ſmiting the Duft 
= (which depended upon Aaron's Will,) was by God's 
good Pleaſure made neceſſary to that Creation; and 
was a Medium (by God's Appointment, if I may 
Jo ſpeak, ) betwixt God's Will, and the Effecting 
(of what he will'd) by his Power. And as God 
thus acted when there was previous Matter to work 
upon, (viz.) the Duſt of the Ground; ſo I doubt not 
| but he could, if he had pleaſed, produced Lice by 
the inſtrumentality of Aaron, tho there had been no 
= previous Matter to work upon; that is, he might 


1 
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have produced Lice out of nothing, and have made 
the concurrence of Aaron's Will neceſſary to their 


Production, and ſo might have created them by Aaron, 


and Aaron would have been, in their Creation, God's 


Inſtrument, or Agent, (or whatever Term my Ad- 


ver ſary {hall allow to be proper in this Caſe,) in 


{ach ſort as Chriſt and his Apoſtles were ſo, Act. 2. 
22. and 15. 12. and 19.11, 12. „ > 
I farther obſerve, that upon a Suppoſition God cre- 


ated this World, by the inftrumentality or agency of 
his Son; yet his Son would have no Right of Do- 
minion over this World, by vertue of that Creation, 


as ſome Men have freely maintain'd. 
Suppoſe that one Man ſhould build a Houſe by the 
Agency ol another Man : in this Caſe the Agent 
would have no Right to inhabit this Houſe, by vir- 
tue of his being the Builder of it ; becauſe that Right 


is wholly lodg'd in his Principal: And he can have 


no Right to Habitation in this Houſe, except his Prin- 


cipal communicates it to him. So in like manner, if 


God created this World by ſeſus Chriſt, Jeſus Chriſt 
can have no Right of Dominion over it, by virtue of 


that Creation; becauſe that Right is wholly lodg'd 


in his Principal. | 

If what St Paul ſaith ſhould be urged in this Caſe 
(viz.) That all things were made by him, and for him 
( to rule over.) 


I anſwer, They were made for him (to rule over,) 


when God ſhould give the Right of Dominion into 
his Hand, as he hath done under the Goſpel Diſpen- 


ſation. Suppoſe a Man ſhould build a Houſe by his | 
Agent, for himſelf to live in for a Year, and for his 
Agent to live in when that Year ſhould be expired, I 


think it might be truly ſaid of this Agent, that the 


Houſe was built by him, and for him to live in,) 


tho' he did not live in it fo ſoon as it was built, and 
tho' his Right of Habitation was not founded up- 


on his being the Builder, but wholly upon the Grace | 


and 
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and Bounty of his Principal. So in like manner, if 
God created this World by Jeſus Chriſt, and for Jeſus 
Chriſt to rule over, when he ſhould give the Right 
of Dominion into his Hand; as in this Caſe all Things 
* would be made by him, and for him; ſo his Right 
of Dominion would not be founded in the Act of Cre- 
ation, but wholly and folely upon the Grace and 


Bounty of his Principal l. 
Again I obſerve, if the World was created by the 
eſlential Power of the Father only, as Mr Clagget ſup- 
= poſes; and if the eſſential Power of the Father is the 
very Father, as I have ſhewed it is; and if the Son 
was not an Agent in that Work: then it will fol- 
low that he was not a Co- efficient neither; for as 
there muſt be two working together to conſtitute a 
Cor efficient; and as the eſſential Power of the Fa- 
ther, which is the very Father, and which is but One, 
andi 1s not a Second, is the Sole efficient Cauſe of the 
Creation: So from hence it will follow, by an un- 


" XZ avoidable Conſequence, that there can be no ſuch 
thing as a Co-efficient in the Caſe. There is an Ef- 
* 2X ficient, (viz.) the eſſential Power of the Father, 


which is the very Father; but there is not a Co- 
efficient; becauſe the eſſential Power of the Father, 


2 _Uponthewhole, I obſerve, that if creating Power 
is incommunicable, as Mr. Claggett ſuppoſes, from 
3 & hence it will follow, that the real Son of the Father 
never had ſuch a Power; for if the Father could not 
give it, the Son could not receive it. And if he 
never had ſuch a Power, then he never exerciſed it; 
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becauſe he could not exerciſe a Power which he had 
not. And from hence will ariſe two Conſequences, 
Fit, That I was under a Miſtake when I aſcribed 
creation Power, and creation Work, to the Son of 

God: Which Error I am ready to retract whenſo- 
ever it can be proved to me that he could not, or 
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that he did not exerciſe it. The ſecond Conſequence 7 


is this, that thoſe places of Scripture, wherein crea- f 
tion Work is aſcribed to the Son, are to be under- 


ſtood, not in a proper, but in a figurative Senſe : 
Not of the natural Creation, which Moſes hath given 


the Hiſtory of; but of that Spiritual Creation, Ty 
which Tfazah propheſied ſhould be effected under the 


Goſpel. And if my aſcribing creation Work to 
Chriſt, in a proper Senſe, is an Error, it was my | 
miſapplying of thoſe Texts which ſpeak about it 


that led me into that Error. I applied them to the a 
natural Creation, when, upon this foot of Argu- 
ment, I onght to have applied them to the moral or 


ſpiritual Creation. I was in this Caſe like Nicode- BW 
mus, who, when our Lord told him, that a Man muſt 
be born again, or elſe he could not ſee the Kingdom of 


God, he preſently applied this to the Natural Birth, n 
when he ought to have applied it to the Spiritual 
Birth. So in like manner, when I read, that God 


created all things by Feſus Chriſt; that all things were 


made by him, and without him was not any thing made 


that was made; that all things in heaven and in earth 
were made by him, and for him, J haſtily applied this 


to the natural Creation; whereas if creating Power 
is incommunicable, as Mr, Claggett ſuppoſes, then 1 


Creation. 
I now proceed to enquire, whether the Perſon of 


ought to have applied it to the moral or ſpiritual 


Chrift could be a Man, upon my Principles. I 1 U 
need not follow Mr. Claggett through that long Dil- l 
courſe ; nor enter into all thoſe Queſtions which pro- 


bably Mr. Towgood's Manuſcript hath furniſhed him 4 


with; and which I have already anſwer'd, in my WF 
Obſervations on the Manuſcript refer d to, and 


Mr. Towgood's Letter. A. 
For the full ſtating of this Queſtion, I obſerve, | 
that as God hath produced a multitude of things; 
and as Mankind has for Uſe or Vanity TY 1 
= ERA . their 
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their Number; ſo theſe things are ranged or diſ- 
I tinguiſh'd into forts, and every ſort comes under a 
particular Denomination or Name, by which Deno- 
mination or Name every ſort (in our {peaking about 
them) is diſtinguiſh'd or known from all other 
| Forts of things. And as they are thus diſtinguiſh'd 
Into ſorts; ſo there is ſomething peculiar to each ſort, 
. which is the Foundation of that Diſtinction, and that 
is made the Standard of that ſort of Things; becauſe 
it is that, and that only which doth eſſentially dif- 
gerence it from all other ſorts of Things. And as 
here is ſomething peculiar to each fort ſort of Things, 
. Which is made the Standard of that Species, fo that 


pPeculiarity is always known, with reſpect to all 


* . 5 I . > . 8 . 
f Mhoſe Species of Things which come within our Cog- 


n 
5 
1 
p 's 


- 
* | * 
k 


niſance, and of which we are capable of judging 
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1 whether Things belong to their Species or not; for 


* 


1 otherways we ſhould never be able to diſtinguiſh 
one Thing from another, nor know what Species 
e {Things belong to. Thus for example, if the Standard 
5 pf the Species of Gold was ſome unknown Quality 
is in that Metal, then it would follow, that we could 
r not know whether any piece of Metal was Gold, or 
1 Wot; becauſe we could not diſcover whether that 
al Quality was in it, or not, which is made the Stan- 
lard of that Species. ; ; 
of & To apply this to the Caſe in hand, I think, with 
1 Habmiſſion, that the true and only Standard of the 
if. Wpecies of Mankind, is this (viz.) only one indivi- 
o- ual intelligent rational Spirit, fo united to only 
im ne individual human Body, as that theſe two in 
ny heir united State do conſtitute one individual Perſon: 
14 ſay, One, and only One of each of theſe, in their 
united State, do conſtitute a Man, properly fo cal- 
ve. ed; becauſe Adam the firſt Man, and all the Men that 
ever ſprang out of his Loyns, as far as we ever had 
ny knowledge of them, were conſtituted of only 
ne of each of theſe, united as atoreſaid, Now as 
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this Standard conſiſts in ſomething known, as the 
Standard of all ſuch Species muſt do which comes 


within our Cognizance, ſo I can eaſily judge who 


13 a Man, and who is not: And therefore when I 
find a Perſon, conſtituted as aforeſaid, I pronounce 
him a Man; becauſe I find that in him which is 


made the Standard of that Species: And thus 1 1 


prove Adam to be a Man, and David to be a 
Man, and Chriſt to be a Man, and Mr. Claggett 
to be a Man; becauſe J find in each of theſe, that 
which is made the Standard of the Species of 
Mankind. But if I put by this Standard, and ſet 
up ſomething which is unknown in its ſtead; 
then I am utterly at a loſs to know who is a 
Man, and who is not; and conſequently, for ought 
I know, Adam might not be a Man, nor David, 
nor Chriſt might not be Men; becauſe I cannot 
tell whether they have that in them which is 
made the Standard of that Species. And I think 
it will be a difficult thing for Mr. Claggett to prove, 
that either, or all of thoſe before mention'd were 
Men, upon any other Grounds than thoſe I have 
laid down. 9 
If he ſhould reply, That the Scriptures declare 
Adam to be a Man, and David and Chriſt to be 


Men ; let him remember. that in his Opinion this 
is no proof in the Caſe, by his own Declaration 
in the Caſe of the Angels that appear'd to Lot, 
with reſpe& to which he tells me, as from Mr. 
VWhificn, That the Scriptures ſometimes ſpeaks of 
things, not according to what they really are, but | 
according to what they appear to be; and conſe- 
quently all that the Scriptures prove in the Caſe | 
is, that Adam, David, and Chniſt appear'd to be 
Men, but it by no means proves them to be really 


. 


＋ 


If he ſhould farther urge, That each of theſe had 
a human Soul, and ſo they were Men; becauſe a hu- 
man Soul, and a human Body, properly united, do 
conſtitute a Man, properly ſo called; and the Per- 
ſons before-mention'd partaking of each of theſe, in 
their united State, were Men in the proper Senſe of 
that Term.. 11 be... 

I anſiver, This brings me to conſider the Standard 


of the Species of human Souls; which, as it muſt 


be ſomething known, or elſe it is impoſſible that 
we can ever know who has a human Soul, and who 


has not; fo the Standard of this Species I take to 


be only this (viz) the Union of an intelligent ra- 
tional Spirit to a human Body, as aforeſaid. Here 
I make the Standard of the Species of human Souls, 
to conſiſt only in the Relation, which an intelli- 
gent rational Spirit ſtands in to a human Body, which 
Relation is founded in its Union, as aforeſaid. 
And according to this Standard I can prove, that 
Adam had a human Soul, and that David and Chriſt 
had each of them a human Soul; becauſe upon exa- 


mination, I find that each of thele had intelligent ra- 


tional Spirits, united to human Bodies, as aforeſaid : 


And fo they had that in them which is made the 
Standard of the Species of human Souls. But if 1 


put by this Standard, and ſubſtitute ſomething un- 
known. in the Room of it; then I am utterly at 
2 Loſs to know what Perſons have human Souls, and 


what not: and conſequently I can have no Aſſu- 


rance that Adam, or David, or Chriſt, had either of 
them a human Soul; becauſe I cannot tell whether 
either of theſe had that in them which 1s made the 
Standard of that Species. And if I ſhould put the 
Queſtion to Mr. Claygett, How know you that 
Chriſt was a Man? Or how know you that he had 
a human Soul? I fear he could give but a lame An- 
{wer, except it be upon the Grounds before: menti- 


ond. To ſay that he had a human Soul, becauſe 


F he 


Tx 


{ 
he was a Man; and that he was a Man, -becavſe he b 
had a human Soul, is to argue in a Circle, t 
I it be ſaid, that he had a human Soul, becauſe 2 
He was produced by human Kind. t 
Janſwer, If this was made the Stindard of the 13 
Species of human Souls, then Adam had not a hu t 
man Soul; and conſequently was not a Man, be- 1 
cauſe he was not produced by human Kind: And 8 
Chriſt would have a human Soul but in part; and \ 
conſequently wonld be a Man but in Part, becauſe 8 
he was produced by human kind but in Part. Beſi des, 8 
ſuppoſe a Woman ſhould bear and bring forth a N 
Creature, in the Shape and Likeneſs of an Aſs; t! 
ſuch a Creature, I think, would not be a Man in it 
Mr. Claggett's Eftimation, tho he was produced by ' | © 
human Kind. Or, if we ſhonld make a rational g 
Spirit's Inclination to a Body the Standard of the | at 
| Species of human Souls; as St. Paul would not be a {l 
Man according to this Standard, becauſe his Spirit el 
Was ſo far from having this Inclination, that on the 1 
contrary, he declares for himſelf, that he defired tobe cc 
diſſolved, and to be with Chriſt, which was far better: 0 
So Mr. Claggett will find it a difficult Task to prove, ol 
that the rational Spirit in our Saviour had fuch an r 
Inclination. 0 
In fine, there is nothing that I can diſfbowit which! to 
can be made the Standard of the Species of human ca 
Souls, but the Relation of an intelligent rational 5 
Spirit to a human Body; which Relation 3 18 founded 
in its Union, as aforeſaid. (2 
Having thus fixed the Standard of the Species of WW» 
human Souls, and of Mankind, I can eafily prove ⁶ 
that Chriſt was a Man, properly ſocalled, upon my to 
Principles, tho' his rational Spirit, conſider'd 2s a o 
rational Spirit, was much more excellent than the Lo! 
rational Spirits of all other Men, or Angels. And m 
tho Mr. Claggett glories over me, and inſults me, . 


Ina very unbecoming Manner; yet I verily * 
tat 
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that he cannot prove, that Chriſt has a human 
Soul, or that he isa Man, upon any other Principles 
than thoſe I have before laid down. 


4s tothe Standard of the Species of Angels, whe- 


ther it 1s founded in Nature, Relation, or Office, or 


| whatever it be, it is what I know nothing of; and 


therefore cannot determine onght concerning them. 
But upon a Suppoſition, that the Standard of the 
Species of Angels is founded only in Office (viz.) a 
Meſſenger, then I think it will follow, that whatever 
Species a rational Spirit is of, conſider d as a rational 
Spirit; yet if he is conſtituted by God to be his 

Meſſenger, ſuch a one would properly come under 
the Denomination of an Angel. So in like manner, 
if the Standard of the Species of Mankind is only 


one individual human Body, and only one intelli- 
gent rational Spirit, ſo united as to conſtitute one 
and the ſame Perſon in their united State, as I have 


ſhewn it is; from hence it will follow, that where- 
ever theſe two are thus united, that Perſon is proper- 
ly a Man, whatever Species his rational Spirit is of, 
conſider d as a rational Spirit: And conſequently, up- 
on a Suppoſition that the rational Spirit in our Savi- 
our was much more excellent in his Nature than the 


rational Spirits in all other Men, or of Angels; yet 
toraſmuch as it was united to a human Body, as a- 


foreſaid, he would be a Man properly ſo called; be- 
cauſe he hath that in him which is made the Stand- 
ard of that Species. 2 

As to Mr. Claggett's mathematical Demonſtration, 


| (viz. that Equals ſubſtracted from Equals, Equals 


will remain. 74 . 
I anſwer, This is very true, tho! it is very little 


co his Purpoſe ; becauſe Things may be equal in 


{ome Reſpects, and unequal in others; and there- 
lore when we ſubſtract Equals from Equals, the Re- 
mainders will be equal only in thoſe Reſpects, in 
which the firſt Quantities given (to be ſubſtracted 
9 RS, . ⁵⁵⁵ 
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other Silver, and both filled with Liquor; here theſe 


cually pure, the one being Pewter, and the other Sil- 
ver. Now 3f we fubſtract the Liquor from theſe, 


And in this Reſpect I ſaid, that Chriſt was a Man, 


„ 7 
from) were ſo; which firſt given Quantities, for 
Brevity's Sake, I call Reſolvends. Example. 
Suppoſe two Flaggons, the one Pewter, and the 


will be equal in ſome Reſpeas, but not in all: They 
will be <qually Flaggons, and equally full; but 
with Reſpect to them as Metal, they will not be e- 


this will be a ſubſtracting Equals from Equals, and 
there will be equal Remainders : But then theſe Re- 
mainders will not be equal in all Reſpects, but only 
in thoſe Reſpects in which the Reſolvends were ſo: 
They will be equally Flaggons, but thoſe Flaggonrs 
will not be of equal Pureneſs; becauſe the One is 
Pewter, and the other is Silver. So in like Manner 
Mr. Claggett is a Man, and Chriſt is a Man. Now, 
ſaith my Adverſary, ſubſtract Equals from Equals, 
and the Remainders will be equal. Very true, they 
will be ſo, ſo far as the Reſolrends were ſo: But 
foraſmuch as the raticnal Spirit in the Man Chriſt 
Jeſus, is much more pure and excellent than the rati- 
oral Spirit in the Man Mr. Claggett, in this they | 
are unequal; and therefore when we ſubſtract Equals 
from theſe, (viz) their Bodies, the Remainders will 
be equal only in thoſe Reſpects in which the Reſol- 
vends were fo, (biz.) they will be equally rational 
Spirits, or human Souls, if it be proper to give them 
that Name after their Separation, tho' the one will 
be vaſtly moxe pure and excellent than the other. 
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and more than a Man: Not more by an Exceſs of | 
Parts; but more with Reſpect to the Excellency of | 
his Parts, and the Nearneſs of his Relation to God: 
Not but if this is an improper Way of ſpeaking, IB 
am very free that it ſhould be diſcarded ; tho' if 
Chriſt is the ſupreme God, as Mr. Claggett maintains, 
then he is more than a Man upon his Principles ; 
45 and 


„%% „ ö „ £59 


_L #5. ) hb 
and therefore he as much expoſes himſelf as he does 
me, if his Reflections in this Point are juſt. 

If it ſhould be farther urged, what is ſaid of 
Chriſt in Heb. 1. 4, Being made ſs much better than the 
Angels, as be bath by Inheritance obtain d a more excel- 
EF lent Name than they, Chap. 2. 17. Wherefore in all 
XZ Things it beboved him to be made like unto his Brethren, 
that be might be a merciful, and a faithful High Prieſt, 
in Things pertaining to God, to make Reconciliation for 
the Sins of the People. And if it ſhould be argued 
from hence, that Chriſt muſt have two rational Na- 
tures in his Perſon, the one ſuperior to Angels, and 
the other upon a level with the Souls of Men, for 
otherways theſe Texts are a Contradiction; becauſe 
one and the ſame rational Spirit cannot be vaſtly ſu- 
perior to Angels, and yet be upon a Level with, and 


luke unto the Souls of Men. 


I anſwer, I have already ſhewn what 1s the Stand- 
ard of the Species of human Souls, and what 1s the 
Standard of the Species of Mankind; and in fo 
doing I have ſhewn, that upon a Suppoſition the ra- 
tional Spirit in the Perſon of Chriſt was vaſtly ſupe- 
rior in Nature to the rational Spirits of all other Men, 
or of Angels; yet when it was united to a human 
Body, as aforeſaid, his Spirit would be a human 
Soul, and his Perſon would be a Man properly ſo 
called, becauſe he would have that in him which is 
made the Standard of that Species ; and conſequently 
there is no Need of {ſuppoſing two rational Natures 
in Chriſt to ſecure the aforeſaid Texts from a Con- 
tradition; becauſe the rational Spirit in our Saviour, 
tho” it is ſuperior to Angels, yet it is like to the 
Souls of Men, in that both it and them are intelli- 
gent rational Spirits, and in that they are alike uni- 
ted to human Bodies, which are the very Things that 


£F conſtitute the Standard of the Species of Mankind. 


But Ne 
. | 9 nl Farther 
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Farther I anſwer, The Diſparity which the Apo- 


ſtle makes betwixt Chriſt and the Angels; and the 


Degree of Exaltation, which the one obtain d above 


the other, is not founded upon their having Natures 
of a different Species, but only and wholly in their 
Relation: The one were Servants, and the other was 
a Son. He was made ſo much better, (or exalted ſo 


much higher) than the Angels, (viz.) ſo much as 
a Son is better or nearer in Relation than a Servant. 


A Son and a Servant may be both of one Species 


with Reſpect to their Nature; and yet the one is a 


much better or nearer Relation than the other. And 


this is the very Argument of the Apoſtle. He vas 


made ſo much better, (or exalted ſo much higher) 


than the Angels, as be hath by Inheritance, (or Birth- 
right) obtained a more excellent Name (or nearer Re- 


Jation) than they. Now the Name which Chriſt by 
Birth- right hath obtain'd better than the Angels, is 
the Name or Relation of a Son: And this the A- 
poſtle proves by quoting ſeveral Texts out of the 
old Teſtament, wherein the Son-ſhip of Chriſt, and 
the Miniſtration or Servitude of the Angels to him 
was foretold : Thus ver. 5. For wito which of the An- 
gels ſaid be at any Time, Thou art my Son, this Day 


have I begotten thee. And again, I will be to thee a Fa- 


ther, and thou ſhalt be to me a Son. Ver. 6. And again, 


when he bringeth in the Firſt-begotten (Son) into the 
World, he ſaith, and let all the Angels of God 31 ; 


(or ſerve) him. Ver. 7. And of the Angels be ſait 

Who maketh bis Angels Spirits, and his Miniſters (or 
Servants) a Flame of Fire, Ver. 8. But unto the Son 
he ſaith, Thy Throne, O God, is for ever and ever. 


A Scepter of Righteouſneſs is the Scepter of thy Kingdom. 


Thou haſt loved Righteouſneſs, and bated Iniquity; there- 


fore God, even thy God, bath anointed thee with the Oyl 


of. Gladneſs above thy Fellows. Here we ſee that the 


Diſparity betwixt Chriſt and the Angels, and the 


Degree of Exaltation which the one obtained above 


tue 
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the other is founded in the different Relation which. 
they ſtand into God, The one was a Son, an only- 
begotten' Son, whereas the other were but Servants; 
he being made ſo much better, or exalted ſo much 
higher than the Angels, as a Son is better, or a nea- 
rer Relation than a Servant. And as he was thus ex- 
alted, fo the Pſalmift adds a Reaſon for it, (viz.) be- 
cauſe he was an obedient Son; a Son which loved 
Righteouſneſs, and bated Iniquity; therefore, or be- 
caufe of this, his God and his Father, exalted him, 
and gave him a Throne or Kingdom which ſhould 
luaſt for ever and ever; even till he had ſubdued al! 
Things, and put all Enemies under his Feet. And 
he anointed him with the Oyl of Gladneſs above 
his Fellow-Meſſengers, which are mention'd in the 
firſt Verſe of this Chapter. God who at ſundry Times, 
and in divers Manners, ſpake umto the Fathers by the Pro- 
phets, bath in theſe laſt Days ſpoken unto us by his Son. 
This Son, as he was an obedient Son, loving Righte- 
ouſneſs, and hating Iniquity; fo God anointed him 
with the Oyl of Gladneſs above his Fellows, above 
any of thoſe whom God had employed to make 
known his Will, whether Prophets or Angels. He 
appointed him Heir or Lord of all Things, and gave 
him a Kingdom which ſhould laſt for ever. In a 
Word, he exalted him ſo much higher than all o- 
ther Men or Angels, as a Son is better or more near- 
ly related than a Servant. Seeing then the Diſpa- 
rity betwixt Chriſt and the Angels is not founded 
in Nature, but Relation, which 1s the Argument of 
the Apoſtle, there can be no concluſive Argument 
drawn from hence to prove, that Chrift has two ra- 
tional Natures in his Perſon, the one ſuperior to An- 
gels in Nature, and the other upon a Level with 
the Souls of Men; becauſe if his Soul was upon a 
Level with the Souls of Men, in Reſpect to Nature; 
yet he would be ſuperior to all other Men, and 


Angels, by Vertue of his Relation, as he is the Son 
of God, = | hs As 
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As to Heb. 2. 17. Wherefore in all Things, it beho= 


ved him to be made hke unto bis Brethren ; That he 
might be a merciſul, and a faithful High Prieſt, in Things 
per taining to God, &c. I think, with ſubmiſſion, 


this Text hath no Relation to Chriſt's being made 


like unto his Brethren with Reſpect to his becoming 
a Man; becauſe he is conſider'd as ſuch by the A- 


poſtle in his Reaſoning about him; and conſequent- 
ly muſt be ſuch antecedent to his Argument, which 


is built upon that Suppoſition. I berefore it beboved 
him, (viz. the Man Chriſt Jeſus, which was the Seed 


of Abraham, as in the preceding Verſe,) in all Things 


to be made like unto his Brethren, (viz. the Reſt of 


Mankind, ) that fo he might be a merciful, and a faiths 
ful High Prieſt, &c. Here the Apoſtle conſiders 
Chriſt as a Man, as a Brother to Mankind : And he 


ſaith, It behoved this Man, this Brother of Man- 


kind, to be made like unto his Brethren: Not like 


unto them in that which conſtitutes the Relation of 


a Brother; becauſe that Relation was contracted al- 


ready antecedent to his Argument, which is built up- 
on it: But he muſt be made like unto them in ſome 


other Reſpects (viz.) in that which was neceſſary to 


anſwer the End of his Undertaking. It is juſt as if 


I ſhould ſay, It behoves the Biſhop of Salisbiny, in all 
Things, to be made like unto his Brethren the Bi- 
Thopy, for ſuch or ſuch a Reaſon. Here it is plain 
the Perſon referred to muſt be Biſhop of Salisbury, be- 
fore my Reaſoning can take Place ; and therefore 
his being made like unto his Brethren the Biſhops, 
cannot mean his being made like unto them in that 


which conſtitutes the Relation of a Brother; becauſe 


that Relation was contracted antecedent to my Aigu- 
ment, which is founded upon it : But he muſt be made 
like unto them in ſome other Reſpect, (viz.) in watch 
irg over, and taking Care of the People, and the 
like, The Senſe of the Text I take to be this» 


I here fore 
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FTerefore it behcved him, (the Man Chriſt Jeſus,) in 
all Things, (Afflictions and Temptations,) to be made 

lie unto bis Brethren ,, that he, experiencing in him- 
ſelf the Weakneſs and Frailty of human Nature, 
and how much Bodily Afflictions and Sufferings do 
tempt and incline to Sin, he might be the better 
diſpoſed to pity, commiſerate, and help = in theſe 
Circumſtances; and fo might be a merciful, and a fantk- 
ful High Prieſt in Things pertaining to God, &c. And 
that this is the Senſe of the Text, is evident from 

the Words following, which are theſe, ver. 18. For 
in that be himſelf bath | ſuffered, | being tempted, he is 
able (or diſpoſed) to ſuccour them that aretempted. The 
Apoſtle ſaith, It behoved Chriſt to be made like un- 
to his Brethren, not with Reſpect to our Nature, 
but with Reſpect to that which is a Tryal upon our 

Nature. The Weakneſs of our Nature is not diſco- 
ver d till it is tried; and therefore it beho ved our Re- 

deemer to come under thoſe Tryals, that ſo he might 

be the better diſpoſed to pity and help thoſe that 
are tried. This I think is the Argument of the 
Apoſtle; and there fore there can be no concluſive 

Argument drawn from hence to prove that the ratio- 
nal Spirit in our Saviour is, with Reſpect to its Na- 
ture, upon a Level with the rational Spirits of all 
other Men. £ 

If it ſhould be farther urged, that Chriſt was made = 

a little lower than the Angels, as in Chapter 2. 9. and | 
conſequently muſt have two rational Natures in his 

Perſon; the one ſuperior, and the other inferior to 
the Angels. | „ Fitts 

I anſwer, he was made lower than the Angels in 
his Circumſtances, as he was expoſed to bodily Suffe- 

rings and Death, which the Angels are not. This is 
the Argument of the Apoſtle; But we ſee Feſus, | 
who was made a little lower than the Angels, — | 
that he by the Grace of God ſhould t xe D:ath for eve- | 
ry Man, A Son may be in F than 


PRE” 
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a Servant, and ſo may be lower than a Servant in 


that Reſpect; and yet he is ſuperior to him with 


Reſpect to his Relation: And this is the « ale with 
Reſpect to Chriſt and the Angels ; as he was the Son 
of Man he was in worſe or lower Circumſtances 
than the Angels, he being expoſed to bodily Suffe- 
rings and Death; and as he was the Son of God, 
he was Superior to the Angels, by Vertue of his Re- 
lation. „ 9 
Here I beg leave to make a ſhort Digreſſion, by 


ſpeaking a few Words to the 10, II, 12. Verſes of 


the firſt Chapter to the Hebrews, which are common- 


ly, (tho I think very wrongfully) applied to the 
Perſon of Chriſt, they being, (if applied to him,) 


very foreign to the Apoſtles Argument. The Apoſ- 


tle in the five foregoing Verſes, had been proving 


the Sonſhip of Chrift, and the appointed Servitude 
and Subjection of the Angels to him, from ſeveral 
Prophecies out of the old Teſtament, which were a 


proper Proof to the Hebrews who were perſwaded 


of the Truth of theſe Records. In the Verſes under 
Conſideration, he makes a neceſſary Digreſſion from 
his Argument, in order to let his Reader know the 
Certainty of the foregoing Prophecies: For tho“ 


Heaven and Earth ſhould change and paſs away; yet 


not a Tittle of God's Word ſhould fail. And this he 
doth, not in expreſs Words, but by quoting another 
Text out of the Pſalms (viz.) Pſal. 102. 25, 26, 27. 
In which God's Unchangeableneſs and Eternity are 
fully declared, and from which the Certainty and 


Immutability of his Councils and Promiſes are neceſ- 
ſarily infer d. The Apoſtle having quoted theſe 
Verſes, does not draw the Inference himſelf, but 


leaves it to be infer'd by his Readers, and returns a- 


gain to his Argument, as in ver. 13, 14. But to 


which of the Angels ſaid be at any Time, ſit on my Right- 


band until I make thine Enemies thy Footſtool £ Are they 


not all miniſtring Spirits, ſent forth to miniſter for them 


who ſhall be Heirs of Salvation? © - 
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I ſhall add a few Words more to this Digreſſion, 
with Relation to ver. 8. of the foremention'd ſirſt 
Chapter to the Hebrews. Hut unto the Son he ſaith, 
Thy Thrcne, O God, is for ever, &c. This Verle, 
tho' it is applied to ſeſus Chriſt by the Apoſtle, in or- 
der to prove his Relation of Sonſhip to God; yet it 
is ſuppoſed by ſome not to belong to the Man Chriſt 
Jeſus, which 1s properly the Son of God, but tothat 
very God himſelf, which is his Father, which they 
imagine to be perſonally united to him, and which 
they call his Divine Nature. Now admitting, (tho 
not really granting,).that there is ſuch a perſonal 
Union, as 1s here ſuppoled, betwixt the Man Chriſt 
Jeſus and that God which is his Father, (and which 
Father for Argument ſake, I call Chrift's Divine Na- 
twre;) yet this Text can by no Means be applied to 
that Divine Nature; becauſe if it is, it no Way 
ſerves the Apoſtles Purpoſe. The Apoſtle's Buſineſs, 
in this Chapter, is to prove that the Meſſenger 
which publiſh'd the Goſpel Grace, is the Son of God; 
that ſo he might raiſe an Argument, from the Dignity 
of his Perſon, to enforce Obedience to his Doctrine. 
Now for the Apoſtle to quote a Text which properly 
does not belong to this Meſſenger, but only to ano- 
ther Nature united to him, and which, properly 
ſpeaking, is his Father: I fay, To quote ſuch a 
Text is beſides his Purpoſe, becauſe it no Way 
proves the Point, in hand. And asthe Words fol- 
lowing in ver. 9. are allow'd to be ſpoken of the 
Man Chriſt Jeſus; fo, I think, I may fay of theſe 
two Verſes as the reverend Dr. Bennet, (in his Di- 
courſe of the Trinity, in pag. 8 5,) ſaith of Phil. 2. 5 <— 
11, Let any Man attentively read St. Paul's Words, 
and he can't but perceive that the very ſame intelli- 
gent Being whoſe Throne is for ever and ever ; the 
Scepter of whoſe Kingdom is a Scepter of Righteouſneſs ; 
who is called God, and is addreſſed to as the Son of 
God, as in ver, 3. is the very fame as he, who La 
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pe loved Rightronſneſs, and bated Diiquity, (in the Ex- 


that the Perſon of Chriſt is a Man, properly ſo cal- a 
5 led, upon my Principles. But before I leave this Point, C 
I think it proper to remind Mr. Claggett, that how- t 
ever this Matter ſtands with reſpe& to me; yet the t 
d 
( 
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1 erciſe of his Miniſtry,) therefore his God and Father | a 
1 anointed him with the Oyl of Gladneſs above bis Fellow- re 
'F Meſſengers, as at ver. 9. I ſay, whoever attentively by 
3 reads theſe Words, can't but perceive, that what is ol 
8 | faid in theſe two Verſes, is applied by the Pſalmiſt, 2 
| and by the Apoſtle, to one and the ſame intelligent : 
; | Inbus I have conſider'd and ſtated the Caſe, with =, 
| reſpe& to the Species of Mankind; and have thewn, . 
"8 


Perſon of Chrift could not be a Man, properly ſo 
called, upon his Principles. I have already obſerv'd, 
that the true and only Standard, of the Species of 
Mankind, is this (viz.) only one individual intelli- 
gent rational Spirit, ſo united to only one individual "5h 
human Body, as that theſe two, in their united | 
State, do conſtitute one individual Perſon: I fay, 
One, and only One of each of theſe, in their united 
State, do conſtitute a Man, properly ſo called; be- 
cauſe Adam tlie firſt Man, and all the Men that ever 
ſprang out of his Loyns, ſo far as we ever had any 
Knowledge of them, were conſtituted of only One of 
cach of theſe, united as aforeſaid. Now foraſmuch 
as the Perſon of Chriſt (upon Mr. Claggett's Princi- 
ples,) was conſtituted of two diſtin& intelligent 
rational Spirits, united to one human Body, it will fol- 
low, that the Perſon thus conſtituted cannot be a 
Man, properly ſo called; becauſe that exceſs of 
Parts which takes place in ſuch a Perſon do eſſenti- 
ally difference him from that which is made the 
Standard of the Species of Mankind. 
To conclude this Point, I ſay, If what Mr. Claggett 
ſo earneſtly contends for, be Truth, (viz.) That the 
rational Spirit in our Saviour, which he calls his hn- 
, | ma n 
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rational Spirits in all other Men, then it will follow | 


by unavoidable Conſequence, that the real Son of God, 
our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, is, with reſpect to his Nature, 


a Man, and but a Man, and no more than a Man; 2 P 
which I think is plainly Socinianiſm: For as to the 
ſubſtantial Power and Wiſdom of the Father which 


Mr. Claggett calls, Chriffs Divine Nature; theſe I have 
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man Soul, is in fact of the ſame Species, (conſiderd 
as a rational Spirit,) and ſtands upon a level with the 


* 


ſhewn are in no reſpect the Son of God : Nay, they 


are ſo far from being the Son of God, that on the 
contrary they are the Father of God's Son. And 
the Sociniaus do not aflert that theſe eſſential Proper- 
tics of the Father are a Man, and no more than a 
Man. All that they affirm, is that the very Son of 
God, or that Being which truly ſtands in the relation 
of a Son to God, and who ſaith of himſelf that God 1s 
his Father: It is this Being that they affirm is a Man, 
and but a Man, and no more than a Man. It is this 


very Being which Mr. Claggett hath taken ſo much 


pains to prove is a Man, and but a Man, and no 


more than a Man, of which the Socinians affirm as 
aforeſaid. And thus his Principles do plainly iſſue 
in Socimianiſm. Whether his Principles, in this point, 
are true or falſe, I have no need to diſpute with him; 
becauſe it makes no Alteration with reſpect to my 
Arguments, the Son being equally inferior and ſubor- 


dinate to his God and Father, whether his rational 


Spirit, conſider'd as a rational Spirit, be of the ſame, 
or of a different Species to the rational Spirits in all 
other Men. I do not ule the Term Socinian here as a 
Name of reproach. All that I obſerve this for, is to 
let Mr. Claggett ſee that his Principles do plainly iſſue 
in what he ſeems to loath. Neither do I ſay, that he 
is a Socinian; for if I did fo, I ſhould do him wrong; 


for as he holds an Exceſs of Opinion to that of the So- 


ciniam, (viz.) his calling the ſubſtantial Power and 
Wiſdom of the Father, (which are in fact the very 


Father) 


92 
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Power and Wiſdom of the Father, is in no reſpec 
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Father, ) by the Name Son, and his adding this 
imaginary Son to the true and only: begotten OY of 


God: I fay, This Exceſs of Opinion does eſſentially 
difference him from thoſe Chriſtians called Socinzans, 
and therefore I do not call him a Socinian. All that I 
ſay is, That his Principles do plainly iſſue in Socini- 


anſm. 


My Sixth Argument ſtands thus, "Tis the Son's ex · 


preſs Declaration in this Matter (viz.) That be is iu- 


fer ior and ſubor dinate to the Father, &c. 


Mr. Claggett anſwers, That the Son, ahh reſp ect 
to his Manhood, is inferior, &c. And ee 


_ allows all that my Argument was deſigned to prove; 
tor as what he calls, the Manhood, is the whole and 


only-begotten Son of the Father; ſo what he calls, 
the Drome Nate, (viz. the ſubſtantial Power and 
Wiſdom of the Father,) this is in no reſpect the Son, 


of the Father, but on the contrary, is the Father of 


God's Son. Now as my Argument relates wholly to 
the real Son, and is no way concern d with the imagi- 


nary Son of the Father, it will follow, that it re- 


mains concluſive, proving what it was produced for. 
My Seventh Argument ſtands thus, The Son did 


pray to the Father, in bra of himſelf; conſequent- 


ly the Son 1s inferior, 


Mr. Claggett anſwers. That he allows the premiſes, 


but denies the Concluſion. He allows, that the Son 
did pray to the Father in his human Nature, and he 
allows that That Nature which pray'd was inferior 
to the Father, &c. which, if I miſtake not, It 18 an 
allowing the Concluſion alſo. 270 

I have already obſerved, that Mr. Claggett diſtin» 


guiſhes the Son of God into two Natures (viz.) his 


human, and his Divine Nature ; and have likcwiſe 


ſhewn, that what he calls, the 1 Nature, 1s the 


whole and only-begotten Son of God ; and that what 
he calls, the Divine Nature (vix.) the ſubſtantial 


the 


a 
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the Son of God, but on the contrary, is the Father 


of God's Son : And therefore tor Mr. Claggett to op- 
poſe me with an 1maginary Son inſtead of the real 
and very Son of God, this is plainly a departing 
| from the Queſtion ; becaufe I never made ſo ridicu- 
lous an Aſſertion, as that the ſubſtantial Power and 
_ Wiſdom of the Father, (which are in fact the very 
Father,) did pray to the Father, or that they were 
inferiour and ſubordinate to him, which in other 


Words, is to aſſert, that the Father pray'd to himſelf, 


and that he is inferior and ſubordinate to himſelt. 
My eighth Argument ſtands thus, The Son did 
debaſe himſelf in his taking human Nature upon 


him, ſo as that he was in a leſs Degree of Glory after 


his being a Man, than he was in, antecedently to 

5 Debaſement; conſequently the Son is inferior, 
. . | 7 | 

In anſwer to which Mr. Clagget goes back to the 

Subject upon which he had fo long dwelt before (vix.) 

that the Perſon of Chriſt is not a Man upon my Prin- 

_  cxples; and that upon a Suppoſition, that the ratio- 


nal Spirit in the Perſon of Chriſt was in a ſtate of 
Glory before his Union with a human Body, he 


would not become a Man, or take upon him hnman 


Nature by fuch a Union : All which I have already 
anſwer; d. * 5 
He farther urges, that I ſay, This ſuper-angelical 


Creature laid aſide all the Glory and Perfection of 
his Nature. But 


This is not true. I have ſaid no ſuch thing. I 


have ſaid, that the Son did debaſe himſelf, in his ta- 
king human Nature upon bim; and that he was in a 


leſs Degree of Glory aiter his being a Man than he 


was antecedent to that Debatement. .I have ſaid, If 
the Son has pafled thro' ſuch a Change as to be either 
Ieflen'd or encreas d in his Perfection and Glory, then 
the Conſequence is clear, that he is not the Supreme 


| God, And I have ſaid, ſeeing that our Lord did, in 
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bis higheſt or Divine Nature, paſs thro? ſuch a : 
Change as from Rich to become Poor, it will follow, fo 
that he is inferior, &c. But 1 have not ſaid, that th 
he laid aſide all the Glory and Perfection of his Na- | 
ture. I have ſaid, That the Son did debaſe himſelf 2 
in his taking human Nature upon him: But if this th 
be an Error, I am very free to retract 1t when it ap- (fe 
pears to me to be ſo. | 


There are many Sayings of our Saviour, which 2 
ſeem to ſuppoſe the Pre- exiſtence of his rational Part 7 
antecedent to his Birth from his Mothers Womb. I © eu 
came forth from the Father, and am come into the World, © de 
Again, I leave the World, and go to the Father. Now A 
as theſe Words can in no reſpe& be applied to the 
eſſential Power and Wiſdom of the Father, which KF 
are the very Father; becauſe the Father can in no - 
reſpect be ſaid to go out from himſelf, and return to op 


himſelf; fo it will follow, that they muſt be applied E. 
to the real Son of the Father, which Mr. Claggett 0 
calls, the human Nature. And as they muſt be ap- | g 


plied to him, I think, with ſubmiſſion, it muſt ſig- x: 
nify one or other of theſe: two Things, either his 


coming into the World at his Birth, or elſe at his 11 
_ entring upon his Miniſtry. If the former, then his | £ 
rational Spirit muſt be in a Rate of Exiſtence ante- 


cedent to that time: And if ſo, I think I aid truly, : 
that he debaſcd himſelf in his taking human Nature fic 
upon him, or in his becoming a Man, which is what A 
I meant by that Expreſſion. But if his coming 0 
forth from the Father, implies no more than his en- I +, 


tring upon his Miniſtry, as John the Baptiſt was ſaid 
to be a Man ſent from God; and if his rational 
Part did not exift antecedent to his coming into the 
World at his Nativity; then I acknowledge, I have 
err'd: Which Error I am ready to retra& when it 
ſhall be made appear to me, as I {aid before. 
I have ſaid farther, upon this Argument, This is 
one eſſential Character of the ſupreme God (use 1 
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without any Addition to, of Diminution of his Per- 


fe&on and Glory: Wherefore if the Son has pafſed = 


thro' ſuch a Change as to be either lefſen'd or en- 
ereas'd in his Perfection and Glory, the Confequence 
is clear, that he is not the Supreme God, Now if 
the Glory of the Son was either leſſen' d or encreas d, 
(for either of theſe is ſufficient for my purpoſe.) 
then it will follow, that he is not the ſupreme God. 
But the Glory of the Son was encreaſed ; which Mr. 
Claggett allows, with reſpect to Chrift's human Na- 
ture; which human Nature is the whole and only- 
begotten Son of God; and fo the ſtrength of my 
Argument is ſtill remaining 
The Sum of the Matter is this; I have aſſerted and 
proved, by eight Arguments, that the Son, (by 

which I mean the real and only-begotten Son of God,) 
3s inferior and ſubordinate to the Father; by which 
Father I mean the Father of this Son. Mr, Claggett 
oppoſeth me with an imaginary Son (viz,) the fub- 
ſtantial Power and Wiſdom of the Father; which 

are ſo far from being the Son, that on the contrary, 


I they are the very Father of God's Son, about which 
II have aſſerted nothing, or as Mr. Claggett truly 
| faith, againſt which J oppoſed nothing, as in Pay. 23. 
And therefore fo far as what he hath to ſay in his 
Book reſpects this imaginary Son; fo far he is be- 
" | fides the Queſtion, with reſpect to my Arguments: 


And if this be ſubſtracted from the reft, as it ought 
to be, I ſappoſe himſelf willallow, that the ſtrength 
of my Argument is ſtill remaining. 
Laſtly, Tobſerve, That as Mr. Claggett calls me, 
Aolater, Blaſphemer, one in Sheeps Cloathing, (which 


pics a Wolf,) a Robber, the old Serpent, and the 
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ling thoſe Rude and Baſe, which ſhould object againſt 
me, as Mr. Claggett ſaith; This is not true) I lay, as 
be hath thus abuſed, and 1 intreated me, with- 
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dont any Provocation given; ſo T would deſire him 
_Texionlly to conſider, -whethey theſe Weapons cl his 
Warfare are Spiritual as a Chriſtians ſhould be or 
whether they are not Carnal and Diabolical. St. B! 
adviſed the profeſſing. Chriſtians at Corinth, 2 Cor: 
13. 5. To examnit themſelves -whether they were in the 
Faith. Know ye not (Taith he) that Jeſis Chriſt. is in 
\you, except ye be Reprobates. And he ſaith, Rox. 8. 9. 
a any Man bath not the Spirit of Chriſt, be is none of 
7s, What uſe Mr. Claggett will make of this; or 
whether he will have any more to ſay of me, or to 
me, I know not. He may if he pleaſes go on, and 
ſport bimſelf and his Readers, by laughing at and 
bantering that which is wholly out of his Power to 
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confute., He may go on to reproach and revile ne. 
And tho he has been pleaſed tu ſit in Judgment up- 
on me, and condemn me; yet I can ſee no juſt 
ground for Uneaſineſs upon this Account: Becauſe 
as he is not commended, whonz Mey commend, but 
whom the Lord commendeth; fo neither is he con- 
demn'd, whom Men condemn, but whom the Lord 
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condemneth. 
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